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Rhapsoidos, Propheéetes, and Hypokrites:

A Diachronic Study of the Performance of Homeric Poetry in Ancient Greece

Abstract

This dissertation studies the performance of Homeric poetry in Greece from ar-
chaic to Hellenistic and Roman imperial times. I focus on the professional performer,
the rhapsode, and on the changing nature of his training and recitation. I argue
that a diachronic understanding of the rhapsodic profession is possible only when the
rhapsode is seen in his archaic cultural connection to the prophet and in his relation—
spanning the archaic and classical periods—to orators and actors. There is a sense
in which it is legitimate to view the rhapsoidos as a sort of prophétés and hypokrités.
This work explains why and how this assertion holds true. For the classical period,
my investigation centers on Athens. This choice is not merely practical: it is dictated
by the prominence of Athens’ Panathenaic festival as the venue for recitations of the
Iliad and the Odyssey during the fifth and fourth centuries BCc. Rhapsodic recita-
tion, dramatic acting, and oratorical delivery were three of the chief performance
domains in classical Athens. Each exerted significant influence on the others, though
the precise nature and impact of such influence varied with time. The underlying
affinity between orators, rhapsodes, and actors is not reducible to the universals of
the performer-audience interaction, important though these are. Historical ties of
mutual influence extended at first from the rhapsodic trade towards the emerging
professional actors: even the label hypokrités was borrowed from the rhapsode. Just
as the latter played a mediating role as herméneus—‘revealing’ and conveying the
divine speech of the Muses to his audience—so, originally, the actor was viewed as
commenting upon and explaining the song of the chorus. The hermeneutic dimen-
sion of rhapsodic performance and the association between hermeéneus and hypokrites
derived from the well known kinship between mantic and epic poetry. This kinship
also affected how cultural insiders viewed the poetic tradition itself: to it they at-
tached a ‘notional fixity,” as if the rhapsode always recited the same poem, when in
fact he recomposed his material anew in every performance. I also argue that the
sophists, to whom we largely owe the invention of rhetoric as a discipline, arose in

self-conscious imitation of, and competition with, the rhapsodes, who were themselves
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the first to make poetry the object of study and commentary. The link between or-
ators and rhapsodes was acknowledged by Aristotle in his discussion of hypokrisis in
Rhetoric I11.1-12, which I analyze in detail against its historical background. I de-
part from previous scholars in reading the relationship between ‘style’ and ‘delivery’
as one designed to capture the philosopher’s concern with rhetoric’s oral and auditory
dimensions. Aristotle’s link between orators and rhapsodes was also recognized by
Alkidamas’ On the Sophists. In both cases, this recognition occurs precisely at the
point where Aristotle and Alkidamas are concerned with the orator’s use of written
drafts to aid his training and delivery. This coincidence is significant, for it shows
that the cultural factors responsible for this development among speakers were also
at work among rhapsodes. Therefore, I suggest that the fixation of the text of the
Homeric poems—for which Athens was largely responsible—was not the result of an
act of dictation, but a gradual process driven by the changing performance practices
of classical rhapsodes. One final direction of influence between the three performance
domains extended from actors to rhapsodes. It was evident in the increasing the-
atricality of rhapsodic delivery, with an emphasis on the mimetic potential of the
Homeric poems at the expense of a ‘purer’ narrative mode of recitation. The princi-
pal drive here was the Athenians’ love of drama. I trace this evolution towards the
histrionic not only in the fourth century BC—especially during the times of Lykour-
gos and Demetrios of Phaleron—but also among the homeéristai of Hellenistic and
Roman imperial times. I end by considering the extant record—inscriptional and

literary—about post-classical performances of epic poetry generally.
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Introduction

This dissertation studies the performance of Homeric poetry in Greece from the ar-
chaic period to Hellenistic and Roman imperial times. I focus on the rhapsode—on
the changing nature of his training and recitation. My claim is that a diachronic
understanding! of this professional is possible only when he is seen in his archaic cul-
tural connection to the prophet and in his relation—spanning the archaic and classical
periods—to orators and actors. There is a sense in which it is legitimate to view the
pawdbe as a sort of mpogring and Umoxpitic and as a performer who engages in
Onéxplotc. Explaining why and how these assertions hold true is central to this work.
An equivalent way to frame my subject is to focus on the related triad Omdxpiot,
Omoxpithg, and Omoxplveobal. Modern scholars will doubtless associate Omdxpiolg
with rhetorical theory, where it designates the speaker’s ‘delivery’; and Omoxpitg
with the dramatic stage, the common label in classical Athens for a tragic or a comic
actor. Therefore the reader might be excused for thinking at first strange my choice
of this triad as the fulcrum of my inquiry into the performance of Homeric poetry in
ancient Greece. But, in fact, my investigation shows that, if we want to understand
the cultural significance of Homeric epic and the changing nature of its performance
over time, we must consider the manner and contexts in which the Greeks themselves
used these terms in their writings, cultural analysis, and scholarly discourse. What
emerges from such a study is that often our modern terms ‘performance’, ‘performer’,
and ‘to perform’ are, in ways that this dissertation makes clear, best rendered by
Onéxpiots, Umoxpttic, and OmoxpivesHat. This is by no means an obvious claim; I do
not mean it absolutely and it shall be my concern to justify this assertion. After all,
one might object that Onoxpitic and padwdéc are never used interchangeably; and
that the verbs associated with the recitation of Homeric poetry are, e.g., xataréyetwv

1By ‘diachronic’ I mean an understanding of the rhapsode’s place in the performance culture of
ancient Greece that takes into account the full sweep of its historical evolution, i.e., how it changed
over time and why.



Introduction 2

or deidewv, not OnoxpivesHar. And is it not obvious that Unéxpioic and Omoxpitig,
whatever their connection, if any, with epic poetry, reach beyond its boundaries into
the domains of oratory and drama?

But the first objection is undermined by Sokrates’ repeated juxtaposition of
padwdéc and Umoxpttic when he refers in Plato’s Jon to members of the rhap-
sodic profession.? And the second, qualified by the occasional yet significant use
of UnoxpiveoOar in the Homeric poems when a character answers questions that call
for interpretation. Even if this constitutes a semantic borrowing from the domain of
oracular interpretation, we must still ask ourselves whether this in any way affects
the poetics of epic performance. The characters, after all, are engaging in the in-
terpretation of traditional epic material in contexts that are especially significant to
the course of the poems’ plot. And if the rhapsode himself, from a certain point of
view explored here, may be construed as the herméneus of his tradition, the parallel
between interpreting rhapsodes and interpreting epic characters may be thought to
have something to contribute to our understanding of the poetics involved. Finally,
I may counter the third objection by noting that what my critic observes is only to
be expected, since neither among us is ‘performance’ or ‘performer’ circumscribed to
the recitation of poetry. Though our own culture generally reserves ‘performance’ for
the artist on stage before an audience (whether a singer, a musician, or an actor),
a narrower, technical meaning is in evidence when we talk about the ‘performance’
of a lawyer at a trial or a politician campaigning for office at a public event. This
is the primary meaning in which Onéxpiowc appears in the literature of the classical
period. In view is the ‘delivery’ before the audience, an individual’s deportment when
he is in the spotlight, on the ‘public stage,” so to say. The analysis of this concept
took place in connection with the discipline of rhetoric, where the public discourse
of an emerging democratic society called for rules of engagement between a citizen
and the assembled polis, whether in the political or the forensic stage. Its goal was
to secure the welfare of the individual and, ideally, at the same time advance the
good of his community. But together with the earliest extant reflection on the art
of the orator and, particularly, on his delivery, we find the explicit realization that
rhetorical Onéxpiow was intimately tied, historically and conceptually, to the art of
the actor on the dramatic stage and the rhapsode before a festival audience. We
find clear testimonies to this effect in Alkidamas’ On the Sophists §14 and Aristotle’s

Rhetoric 1I1.1. Some have thought these statements the consequence of a late con-

2QCf. Ion 532d6—el and 535¢10-536al.



Introduction 3

vergence between the three domains of epic, dramatic, and rhetorical performance,
driven primarily by the Athenians’ love for tragedy and comedy and by the impor-
tance of self-characterization for the speaker who hoped to convince his audience. The
result of this convergence would have been a corruption of the political arena by the
theater—the wretched theatrocracy of Plato’s Laws 701a3—and a similar corruption
by an exaggerated mimetic impulse of what should have been the ‘purer’ narrative
mode of the rhapsodic performance of Homer—a distortion noted by Aristotle in the
Poetics 26 and hinted at by Plato in the Republic 392e-396.

I do not deny that such cultural pressures existed: they did, and they made their
influence felt. Arguably, in the sphere of Homeric performance the result was the nat-
ural issue of the poetry’s own mimetic potential. But if we focus too narrowly on this
dynamic of convergence alone, we shall fail to appreciate that the connections between
these three great performance domains of classical Athens—rhapsody, oratory, and
drama—are older and more consequential than a growing appreciation of histrionic
emphases in performance. Indeed, following the suggestion of Koller (1957), I argue
in Chapter 1 that diachronically speaking OnoxpiveaOar and Onoxpitig originally per-
tained to the prophet as the intermediary between the oracular god and an inquiring
seeker. As a middleman, the prophet was said to ‘interpret’ the divine message: he
was the Onoxpttic, the ‘interpreter’. But mediation is a notion that allows for vary-
ing constructions, depending on what is thought of as the source and as the final
addressee. Insofar as the god himself was not heard apart from his prophet, in prac-
tice the word of the latter might also be considered a source in its own right. Then the
verb OrnoxpivesOat and its agent noun would underscore not so much the interpretive
act as the attendant notion of a speech-act: the authoritative and efficacious divine
speech that carried the force and ability of the god to bring to pass what he declared.
In time, the notion of performative speech gained semantic priority over the notion of
interpretive speech, and the verb was used for festival performances on stage, usually
connoting histrionic delivery since the dramatic stage was the preeminent context for
such usage.

Oracles, of course, are not the only form of divine speech. Epic poetry openly
declares its status as the speech of the Muse. It is therefore conceptually related to
mantic poetry and casts the rhapsode as a mediating agent who conveys the divine
song to his audience. Thus I argue that, in the cultural context of archaic Greece,
he inherited many of the notions associated with the prophet in his mediating role.

These conceptual parallels become all the more significant in the light of Koller’s
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suggestion, which I accept, that the dramatic actor was called Onoxpitic because he
was initially viewed from the perspective of his hermeneutic function—as adding his
commentary to, and elaborating upon, the song of the chorus. Koller’s contribu-
tion must be complemented in two significant and related directions: the rhapsode
himself, as already mentioned, would also have been viewed as discharging a simi-
lar hermeneutic function in his epic mediation between the Muse and the audience;
and, as the preeminent archaic model of the performer, it would have been to rhap-
sodic Unéxprotg (understood as performance/delivery) that the emerging actor would
have looked for professional inspiration and guidance. It is insufficient, therefore, to
think of the lines of influence between the dramatic stage and rhapsodic recitation
as unidirectional, from the former to the latter, solely in the direction evinced by the
rhapsode’s increasing theatricality, so clear during the fourth century BC and later.
In the earliest stages of its development, the acting trade would have considered
the performing bard as the model to emulate, adopting such techniques as might be
transferable to the new occasion, self-consciously developing in the tragic genre the
mimetic potential intrinsic in Homeric poetry. In the course of time the influence
exerted became mutual, and it is for this reason that a clear picture of the rhapsodic
performance of Homer in its full diachronic sweep emerges only when it is viewed as
an element in a milieu where drama gradually gained cultural preeminence. Despised
by some among the intellectual elite, generally admired by the common man, actors
were envied by many on account of their public prominence, and their influence upon
public speakers—informal ‘performers’ in an extended sense—is well known.® Just
as momentous, I contend, was their influence upon rhapsodes. Chapter 3 traces this
influence from archaic through Hellenistic and Roman imperial times.

Now, as I noted above, drama was not alone in providing the reciter of Homeric
poetry with a historical connection to a performance domain other than his own. Just
as significant is the relation between rhapsodes and orators. Here, again, the ties are
not simply the universals of the performer-audience interaction, significant though
these are. For the growth of the art of rhetoric came by the hand of intellectuals that
might be loosely classed among the sophists, a group whose boundaries cannot be
drawn as tightly as some scholars have led us to believe.* And the rise of the sophists,
as Chapter 3 argues, should be seen partly in imitation of, partly in competitive

reaction to, rhapsodes in their hermeneutic/explanatory role vis-a-vis the poetry of

3Cft, e.g., Hall (1995).
4Cf. Kerferd (1950).
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Homer.> The universals of the performance situation alone would commend to us
the study of oratorical delivery, Onéxpioic, in the context of an inquiry into the
performance of Homeric poetry. But the historical connection between rhapsodes,
the rise of the sophists, and the development of oratorical theory makes it highly
plausible that the cultural factors that shaped the rise and evolution of rhetorical
delivery were similarly at work, mutatis mutandis, among rhapsodes. This is my
rationale for the detailed reading in Chapter 2 of Aristotle’s discussion of Ondéxpioig
in Rhetoric 111, and of Alkidamas’ On the Sophists in Chapter 3.

Here follows, then, the outline of my dissertation.

In Chapter 1 I take up one of the most puzzling aspects of the performance of
Homeric poetry: the ‘notional fixity’ of the oral tradition.® This notion consists in
the perception among insiders to the culture (the singer and his audience) that the
bard always sang one and the same ‘story’—or ‘poem’, for there was no self-conscious
distinction drawn at this level between the content sung and the composition that
embodied it—even though, in actual fact, the performer recomposed his song on every
new occasion using traditional language, themes, and thematic sequence. Notional
fixity is not only part of the archaic performance poetics of Homeric epic: though with
a gradual narrowing of the range of textual variation possible, it survived into the
classical period. Thus a diachronic study of Homeric rhapsodic performance is only
complete when the implications of this notional fixity are understood. Chapter 1 ar-
gues that it had its roots in the common ideology that informed archaic views of epic
poetry and mantic/oracular poetry. My analysis explores this widely acknowledged
kinship and what it entails for a right understanding of the epic poet and his téyvn.
It suggests that this same notional fixity facilitated the rise of the mythic figure of
‘Homer’ as the culture hero and author of the Iliad and the Odyssey. The parallel
between prophet and rhapsode as mediating communication between the divine and
human realms illuminates the argument of Plato’s Ion, specifically, the philosopher’s
irony when on two occasions he has Sokrates pair pad6c and Omoxpitig to describe
Ion and those who, like him, make their living by reciting Homer’s poems. Indeed, the
twining of these terms simultaneously looks back to the earlier meaning of Omoxpttig

as ‘interpreter’ (of dreams and oracles) and to the tendency among rhapsodes, al-

5The parallel between rhapsodes and sophists is acknowledged by Pfeiffer (1968) 1.16

6‘Notional fixity’ is my own term for what Nagy (1996a) 69 calls the “distinctly nonoccasional
and at least notionally unchanging” character of the epic poetry of the Iliad and the Odyssey (his
emphasis).
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ready evident during the fourth century BC, to exaggerate their stage presence and
overemphasize the mimetic cast of their delivery.

Chapter 2 focuses on the concept of ‘delivery’ in Aristotle’s Rhetoric III, the
sole surviving extended analysis from classical Greece where the term is explicitly
introduced. The only other comparable treatment is Plato’s Phaidros, which does not,
as Aristotle’s, explicitly mention Onéxpiowg nor its connection with the performance
of actors on the stage and rhapsodes in their recitals of epic. Chapter 2, then, is
concerned with this analysis, setting Aristotle’s observations in the context of earlier
attempts to deal with oratorical delivery. But scholars have commonly argued that
in his Rhetoric Aristotle touches on delivery only in a passing, dismissive way: he
sets delivery aside, they say, in favor of a concept of ‘style’, Aé€ic, that is purged from
its connections with the ethically objectionable Ondéxpiotg. I disagree. I believe that
Aristotle’s concept of style is different in emphasis from the later one familiar to us,
developed in an age of literacy that had largely abandoned the predominantly oral
habits of the earlier song culture. Aristotle’s Aé€ig cannot be understood apart from
delivery, and Ondxproig is correspondingly in view throughout the first twelve chapters
of Rhetoric II1. The consensus interpretation I oppose hinges on an understanding of
the word gavtacia in Rhetoric III.1 that glosses it as ‘mere show’ or ‘ostentation’.
An adequate rebuttal of this view requires a survey of Aristotle’s use of this and
semantically related terms in the Rhetoric and other writings. This necessary work
yields additional insights into the philosopher’s view of rhetoric and of the orator
as the agent called to shape the perception of the audience in a democratic society.
Aristotle’s treatment of delivery is also of great value in improving our understanding
of a matter that is of the utmost importance to any study of Homeric performance
in classical Athens: how the use of writing came to play a role in the preparation
and delivery of speeches. What cultural forces had a hand in bringing about this
momentous technical development? A careful reading of Aristotle (complemented
by Alkidamas) suggests how we should think of the parallel development among
rhapsodes, as they too increasingly used transcripts of earlier performances as scripts
for future recitals.

Chapter 3 focuses on the connections and mutual influence between oratory and
rhapsody with respect to their increasing use of writing to aid future performances.
The principal textual witness here is Alkidamas’ discussion On the Sophists. In
essence, my argument is that the cultural pressures that brought about the growing

dependence of orators on the memorization of written speeches were also at work
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among rhapsodes. The parallel between these two performance trades—Alkidamas
himself makes the connection in a passing mention of rhapsodes in §14—is a happy one
for the modern scholar, for there is very little evidence (and only indirect) that bears
on rhapsodes, while the development among orators receives explicit attention. What,
then, do we learn? So long as public speaking was the domain of the exceptionally
gifted ‘natural’ orator, there was comparatively little need for an explicit science
that would point the road to successful performance. As soon, however, as greater
numbers of men of average skill either were enticed or else found it necessary to
become involved in the democratic process, and thus had to address and persuade
an audience—or as soon as the increasingly litigious society made it a matter of
personal survival to have the requisite skill to convince a jury of one’s innocence
or of an opponent’s guilt, instruction and training in the art of rhetoric became
desirable, if not essential. A deficient natural gift for improvisation was bound to be
compensated for, not primarily by an attempt, difficult and of limited promise, to
develop the corresponding skill, but rather by a reliance on the rote memorization of
written drafts carefully composed in advanced of the address. The ensuing demand
not only produced the logographers, but also led speakers who did not depend on the
scripts of professional writers to develop their own to aid their training and rehearsing.
A similar dynamic, I believe, can be posited for the performance of Homeric poetry.
The life-long apprenticeship from youth up that might eventually produce a bard able
to recompose his traditional material in performance must have been exceptional in
the Athens of the late fifth century Bc. The high appreciation in which Ionian bards
were held” suggests that their technique was more faithfully traditional and compared
positively with the average Athenian’s own. Athenian education at that time seems
to have emphasized memorization and recitation of ‘the classics’ (with the rise of an

increasingly canonical corpus), making a growing use of written material.® It is from

"We need only remember the prominence of the Homeridai of Khios as arbiters of the Homeric
tradition and supreme judges of rhapsodic performance, a reputation to which Plato’s Ton 530d7-
8, the Phaidros 252b4-5, and the Republic 599¢5-6 allude. I may also mention the Kreophyleioi
of Samos, from whom according to Plutarch the Spartan lawgiver Lykourgos is supposed to have
received the Homeric poems (Life of Lykourgos 4.4). Although Kreophylos himself may not have
enjoyed a good reputation in Athens (cf. Graziosi, 2002, 217-220, who cites Plato’s Rep. 600b6—c1),
the very fact that a rivalry between the Kreophyleioi and the Homeridai might be hinted at testifies
to a high estimate of the former’s proficiency as rhapsodes. Finally, it is worth noting that even Ion
himself—conceited, to be sure, but nonetheless portrayed as successful—is said to hail from Ephesos,
a choice that is unlikely to be accidental.

8Plato’s Prot. 325e4—6 e.g., notes that [ol dWddoxalol] mapatBéacty adtoic [sc. Toic matol] énl
v Bdbpwy dvayryvdoxety toutdy dyabdv movhuota xatl Expovidvely dvayxdlouoty. See the recent
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this pedagogic milieu (supplemented, no doubt, with a heavy additional focus on
Homer and attention to current rhapsodic recitations) that the Athenian rhapsodes
hailed. It was only natural, then, that any effort made towards the mastery of the
traditional language and thematic material would have depended to some degree on
the memorization of transcripts of performances that had already proved successful
before a festival audience. This dependence amounted to a self-reinforcing tendency,
a dynamic therefore that grew in strength with the passing of time. Its outcome,
gradual but inexorable, was a fixation of the texts of the Iliad and the Odyssey,
not by the historical accident of an act of dictation but by a process driven by the
changing performance practices of rhapsodes in their training and public recitations.
My study in Chapter 3 of the cultural forces that encouraged the increasing use of
writing in the performance of Homeric poetry is complemented by a general survey
of the trade of rhapsodes and their performance practices from late classical down to
Hellenistic and Roman imperial times. Particular attention is given to the formative

periods of Lykourgos and Demetrios of Phaleron in the late fourth century BC.

treatments by Griffith (2001) 6671 (67n144 lists other passages), Ford (2002) 194-97 (195n26 has
further bibliography), and Morgan (1999).



Chapter 1

The Notional Fixity of the

Homeric Tradition

1.1 Notional fixity in oral poetry

In his classic work The Singer of Tales, A.B. Lord opened a fascinating window into
the mindset of the Southslav oral poet. During an interview between the singer
Demail Zogi¢ and Nikola Vujnovié, Parry’s assistant, the following exchange took

place:!

Nikola]: [S]ome singers have told us that as soon as they hear a song from
another singer, they can sing it immediately, even if they’ve heard it only
once, . . . just as it was, word for word. Is that possible, Pemail?

Dlemail]: It’s possible. . . . I know from my own experience. . .. When I . . .

had nothing to worry about, I would hear a singer sing a song to the gusle, and
after an hour I would sing his whole song. . . . I would give every word and not
make a mistake on a single one. . . .

N: So then, last night you sang a song for us. ... Was it the same song [you
once learned from Suljo Makié|, word for word and line for line?

D: The same song, word for word and line for line. I didn’t add a single line,
and I didn’t make a single mistake. . . .

N: Does a singer sing a song which he knows well. .., will he sing it twice the
same and sing every line?

D: That is possible. If I were to live for twenty years, I would sing the song
which I sang for you here today just the same twenty years from now, word for
word.

Commenting on this dialog, Lord noted that Zogi¢ had not, in fact, learned the

song “word for word and line for line,” and yet both performances, Maki¢’s and his

Tord (1960) 27. A fuller transcript can be found in Lord (1954) 1.240-41.

9
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own, were two recognizable versions of the same story. This did not mean that Zogié¢
was lying, for oral bards do not have the same notion of ‘word’ we, literate people, are
accustomed to. They follow the old practice, attested in many poetic traditions, of
using ‘word’ for units of utterance of varying length,? what Homeric Greek calls #rnog;?
and, from our point of view, we might consider Zogié’s protestations an emphatic
way of saying ‘like’, of asserting his role as guardian of the tradition.* We must here
distinguish the perception of the outsider—the ethnographer—from the perspective
of the insider—the singer: the ethnographer who studies a singer’s actual practice
is able to note objectively the empirical differences between two recorded tellings of
the same song; the singer, while recomposing the story in performance, so long as he
keeps within certain traditional parameters of acceptability, feels clearly at freedom,
without self-conscious thought, to modify it in accordance with his personal skill and
the particulars of the occasion. To this, however, he does not admit when faced
with the outsider’s perspective.® At most, he may grant it of other singers, worse or
less principled than himself. Accordingly, we need further to distinguish this artistic
freedom of an entirely traditional nature and the bard’s self-conscious consideration
of it, especially in the competitive context of a comparison between himself and other
singers or between the better and worse practitioners of his profession. This exchange
shows that the oral poet can both live the freedom of his traditional art and insist
on the notion that his every new performance tells the same story unchanged, “word
for word and line for line”: for the story must ‘tell it the way it was’ and modifying
it would compromise its truthfulness. As Demail observes at an earlier point in the
same exchange: “[Pleople like the ornamenting of a song. . . . There are people who
add and ornament a song and say, ‘This is the way it was,” but it would be better,
brother, if he were to sing it as he heard it and as things happen. . . . You can find

plenty of people in Novi Pazar who know these songs but who don’t know how to sing

*Martin (1989) 10-14. Note, however, that I am not using ‘utterance’ in Martin’s (apparently) rei-
fied sense. For when he writes that “Homeric diction does not pose the poem as an utterance . . . [but
as] an authoritative speech-act” (ibid. 237-38), he seems to divorce ‘utterance’ from ‘speech-act’.
(Though perhaps by ‘utterance’ he means just the words said, i.e. only the propositional content of
the message.) I use utterance, on the other hand, to denote speech-in-action, the act of vocal ex-
pression. The essence of a speech-act, then, is a performative utterance (the so-called ‘illocutionary
act’).

3Cf. Koller (1972) and Foley (1995) 2-3 (incl. 3n4). See also Schmitt (1967) §20 and §546.

4 Although, strictly speaking, Zogié¢ does not avow a high degree of resemblance with his model,
but rather the exact identity that issues from an act of total appropriation.

5Cf. Lord (1954) 1.338n37. For more examples see below, n. 6.



Chapter 1 Notional fixity in oral poetry 11

them clearly, just as things happened, just as Bosnian heroes did their deeds. . . .”

(Lord, 1954, 1.239).% In other words: placing a high value on truth results in a strong
insistence on the fixed character of the song, its necessarily unchanging nature from
telling to retelling—and yet, all the while, the song is being recomposed anew at
every performance. The fixity, therefore, is not empirical, but notional: this is what
I call the ‘notional fixity’ of a song or a poetic tradition.”

In line with Lord’s analysis, my proposal here is that the same notional fixity ob-
tained in the epic tradition of archaic Greece (by which I mean Homeric and Hesiodic
poetry). But lest the structure of my argument be misunderstood, I must make the
following very clear: I am not claiming that the Southslav comparandum in and of
itself proves that the Greek epic tradition was characterized by notional fixity—this
is not my reason for adducing it. But the field work of Parry and Lord shows that
notional fixity and an artistic freedom of a traditional sort at times can and do co-
exist in certain cultures.® Since for most of us this is a strange and extraordinary
fact, we need an explicit demonstration that it is possible. This is my sole reason
for adducing the Southslav oral tradition. My argument for the notional fixity of the
Homeric tradition is of a different kind, and principally heuristic: I believe that it is
consistent with the worldview that informed the poetic production of epic during the
earliest stages of archaic Greece (a worldview conveyed by the surviving texts), con-
sistent, in particular, with the claim to divine inspiration. Furthermore, allowing for
notional fixity helps us to understand why a poetry cultivated since time immemorial
by a long line of oral bards was, in the event, so readily assigned to a single author,
Homer, the mythical wordsmith par excellence. This development would be hard to
conceive had the tradition encouraged change and modification rather than fixity of
form and content. Notional fixity, moreover, would have encouraged and contributed
to the actual text-fixation of the epic poems in a manner consistent with the per-
formance milieu of ancient Greece. For this reason it is preferable to the alternative

most often suggested: dictation theories that do violence to the song culture and fail

6Cf. Lord (1954) 1.239-40, 1.242-43, 1.245 (Demail Zogié); 1.266 (Sulejman Makié); 1.338n37
(Salih Ugljanin); 3.60, 3.66, 3.71-72 (Avdo Mededovié¢, though Avdo’s perspective is more in line
with the realities of oral poetics; see below, n. 91). For more on ‘ornamenting a song’, see below,
p. 22. Cf. also Boyd (1994) 118-20.

"This notional fixity applies not only to the transmission from one singer’s telling to another
singer’s retelling, but also to successive retellings by a singer.

8For studies that situate ‘creativity’, ‘innovation’, and ‘tradition’ in an anthropological context
and explore ways in which they are culturally relative, cf. Barnett (1953), Liep (2001), and Bronner
(1992).



Chapter 1 Notional fixity in oral poetry 12

to account for the dissemination of a hypothetical transcript and its immediate and
comprehensive sway over the poems’ performance throughout Greece.

By itself notional fixity, of course, is not enough to bring about a corresponding
performance-driven textual fixity. Here, again, the Southslav epic tradition serves my
purposes, now as a counterexample: Lord never observed any overall textual conver-
gence for its songs. Typically, the thematic and formulaic discrepancies between two
versions of a song by different singers were more numerous and serious than the dif-
ferences between two retellings by the same performer. And where a performer’s song
revealed a tendency towards textual fixity, it was due to his performing it more fre-
quently.® But while notional fixity is not sufficient, I believe it is necessary if textual
fixation is to happen gradually by way of performance. Where (to us, paradoxically)
notional fixity coexists with a measure of textual fluidity, the audience will expect to
hear always ‘the same song’, will project its expectations on the performer in ever so
subtle and unsubtle ways and will reward him to the extent that he meets them. And,
in an agonistic context, performers themselves will seek to outdo each other not only
in technical virtuosity, dramatic force and vividness, but also in the ‘accuracy’ and
‘comprehensiveness’ of their telling—in other words, in what may be called truthful-
ness or veracity, in their faithfulness to the notional integrity of the tradition they are
singing about.!® All these factors, to be ultimately productive, must be helped along
by socio-cultural dynamics that will reinforce them. For example, to mention, among
the many possible, one that was certainly true of the Homeric tradition: a diffusion of
the poetry under the dominant control of one preeminent festival, the Panathenaia,
whose prestige must have drawn to one venue the more influential Homeric performers
of the time, subjecting them all to the same competitive rules and the expectations
of the same audience. Other determinants must have been the Panhellenic cultural
exchanges between poleis, and the tendency in Athens towards the end of the fifth
century and during the fourth century BC to rely increasingly on the use of written
transcripts to train and prepare for actual epic performance.!!

But this chapter is not about these factors, and if I mention them it is only to

9Lord (1981) 457-59.

10T do not mean to imply that oral traditions can generally and without qualification be viewed as
monolithic, integral wholes. But where notional fixity is present, there is necessarily an attendant
notional integrity of the story (or set of stories) that are conceived of as unchanging. Neither am
I suggesting that notional fixity rules out competition between rival alternatives: this often takes
the form of one version presented as the absolute truth and a silent snub of the rest. More on the
matter of competition below, p. 51.

UFor the use of written texts, first as transcripts and eventually as scripts, see below, pp. 162ff.
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suggest how one might build on notional fixity to explore the cultural process that
brought about a performance-driven textualization of the Homeric poems. Neither
I am concerned here with showing that Homeric epic was actually recomposed in
performance. This is a fact of the ancient Greek song culture that is no longer
disputed. What scholars debate is the nature and particulars of the process undergone
by the song culture that resulted in the written texts of our Iliad and Odyssey.
Rather, having established that notional fixity and recomposition in performance
can coexist, my purpose is to argue that ancient Greek epic did, in fact, enjoy such
notional fixity, and that this fixity derived from the well known kinship between poetry
and prophecy that has its most immediate expression in the bard’s claim to divine
inspiration. My methodology is simple: I focus on key Homeric and Hesiodic passages
and consider their portrayal of the medium of poetry and the role of the performer.
I take these descriptions ‘seriously’, i.e., not as mere literary conventions, but as
earnest expressions of a cultural paradigm largely shared by the professional and his
audience. In other words, in performing these passages the poet says what he means
and means what he says.!? This need not imply that a performer’s attitude is some
homogeneous monolith of sustained seriousness: individual views and cultures are
extremely complex systems, and experience teaches us, e.g., that humor can coexist
with earnestness and heart-felt religious feeling. But however hard it may be to put it
accurately into words, we all readily understand the difference between an invocation
as a literary convention and one that not only serves to punctuate the performative
situation but is also an authentic expression of belief. As part of my methodological
considerations, it is important to note that the analysis of Homeric poetry must be
simultaneously synchronic and diachronic. Particular attention must be paid to the

skewing that arises from the rate of change in the medium’s self-referential language,'3

12This matter of ‘conventionality’ is quite complex and it need not negate serious intent. Tradi-
tional Christian wedding vows, e.g., have remained unchanged for many generations and are thus
highly conventional; yet no one doubts their seriousness or their performative status when uttered
by bride and groom during an actual wedding ceremony. Similarly, a degree of conventionality in
the mode and description of a poetic initiation or a hymnic invocation need not disallow the possi-
bility of a real engagement with the corresponding religious implications: in other words, it may still
denote a real transaction between the human actor and his gods. It is helpful, in this connection,
to quote Griffith’s (1983) 48n45 observation about Hesiod’s Dichterweihe in the Theogony: “I do
not doubt that an archaic poet might believe that he had experienced something like what Hesiod
describes: Empedocles, Aristeas, and others were not adopting purely conventional postures (and
where do conventions come from, if not from common human experience?)” (his emphasis).

13For example, references to performance practices: actors involved, instruments used, settings,
etc.
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which is comparatively slower than the medium’s overall own. One must also consider
the diachronic depth intrinsic to the medium, which can invest terms that are, from a
synchronic point of view, ordinary with thickly layered meanings that resonate with
metapoetic echoes in the context of performance.!

I take Finnegan’s (1977) 205 concern that we be careful not to assume that the
production of poets automatically stands for the society as a whole, or that the views
expressed in oral poetry are ipso facto a culture’s worldview. It seems right to consider
a poet’s voice, first of all, as his own, and to view him as a spokesman only when there
is further justification to regard him as representative of the values and beliefs of his
culture. But in the case of the Homeric and Hesiodic traditions, their preeminence
from the very first as the paradigm for the cultural life of ancient Greece—for its
religion, its intellectual production, and its paideia—gives us, I believe, precisely the
justification needed to extrapolate, albeit carefully, from the record of its poetry to
the worldview of its culture. After all, ‘Homer’ and ‘Hesiod’ gave Greece its defining
cultural charter.!®

One last preliminary comment is in order: simply to say that, whenever a bard
sang an episode, say, from the Iliadic tradition, he claimed and believed that he was
performing a divinely inspired song does not, in and of itself, imply its notional fixity;
something more is necessary, for the Muse might conceivably change her song with
every telling. But this would imply that the poet and his audience thought of the
epic tradition as ‘literary fiction’ (to use our anachronistic terms), and restricted the
involvement of the goddess to the ability, arguably nothing short of divine, to deliver
a compelling story in flawless hexameters composed in performance. But this, I hope
to show, is not the view of inspiration that follows from a careful analysis of the
evidence. Just as we would expect the Delphic oracle to give a particular individual
the same answer, if he should pose the same question under the same circumstances—

whether about the past or the future—on two different occasions,® so also when the

14Nagy (2003) 39-48, esp. 45-46.
15Cf, Hdt. 2.53.

16Some might object to the parallel I am drawing here by citing the example of Kroisos in
Hdt. 1.46-49. Wishing to make trial of the oracles of Greece and Lybia in order to learn which, if
any, spoke truthfully, Kroisos dispatched embassies that, at a previously agreed time, were to pose a
question whose answer was known only to the king himself and to the gods. My critics may counter
that on this occasion not all oracles gave the same answer to the same question, posed under the
same circumstances. But this is obviously a case of true vs. false oracles, whereas my illustration as-
sumes ex hypothesi the truthfulness of the oracle. Another, arguably more relevant, objection is the
so-called oracle of the wooden wall of Hdt. 7.140-41. (Cf. Evans, 1982, and Mikalson, 2003, 52-56.)
There the question, posed twice, is ostensibly the same, as are the circumstances, yet two different
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epic rhapsode stood before his audience to sing a given episode from the story of Troy,
their expectation and his was that he would tell it just the same today as he had done
yesterday or would do tomorrow; or that two different rhapsodes would perform it
just the same. This expectation reflected the notional fixity of the tradition, and
wrought upon the performance even when it remained implicit and the culture did
not call for its articulation and recognition. Where rhapsodes competed for approval,
faithfulness to the ‘story’ would have been rewarded, and this, in a way that did not
necessarily make a distinction between form and content: for the virtuosity of form
that made a given performance compelling may well ipso facto have been judged
more faithful—for was it not the song of the Muse? And would not the performance
of the goddess, unencumbered by the imperfections of her human instrument, meet
with resounding success?!?

Now, appealing to divine inspiration to argue for notional fixity might be thought
an obvious strategy. But this is arguably not the case, for Finkelberg (1990) has
viewed the involvement of the Muse as a poetic pretext to innovate.'® Her analysis
pits tradition against divine inspiration, seeing the former as constraining and shack-
ling to individual creativity, and the latter, on the contrary, as liberating: “To the
Yugoslav singer, the guarantee of the song’s truthfulness is the tradition itself. . . . To
the Greeks, the guarantee of the song’s truthfulness lies in the Muses. . . . In other

words, while the Yugoslav poet sees himself as first and foremost a preserver of the tra-

answers are given. This, however, is not a valid counterargument, since the two answers are in no
way contradictory (even if the tone of the second seemed to the theopropoi milder than the first);
they merely address two aspects of the same future events: the destruction and burning of Athens
(especially its temples) in the first; the protection of the wooden wall and the future confrontation
with the Persians at Salamis (with a typically ambiguous oracular hint of victory) in the second.
But whatever the disparity in tone, the two oracles are largely complementary in substance, and,
where they overlap, they are in exact agreement with each other: e.g., in enjoining flight from the
enemy (140.2 and 141.4) and stressing the inevitability of the impending evil (140.3 and 141.3). It
is simply not accurate to say that “Delphi delivered two contradictory directions” (Macan, 1908,
189, my emphasis). More correctly, Kirchberg (1965) 91 notes: “Die Pythia gibt ihnen ein zweites
Orakel. . . . Es . .. bekriftigt die Aussagen des ersten Orakels.” One genuine element of discontinu-
ity between the rhapsode as mediator of the Muse and the Pythia as mouthpiece of Apollo is that
exceptionally—and there is no doubt that Timon’s encouragement to the Athenians to approach the
oracle a second time as suppliants is very unusual—one might request the god not merely to reveal,
but to affect the future for the better, since this was arguably within his power. This, however, the
Muse traditionally cannot do and, at any rate, only makes sense when the object of one’s inquiry
is not the past, as is largely the case with Homeric epic. (Homeric poetry rarely addresses matters
that lie in the audience’s future.) It is in this fusion of the ability to disclose and the ability to affect
the future that the performative power of divine speech is best seen. See further below, p. 27.

17Thus Avdo Mededovié equates the “better” song with “the true one” (see below, n. 91).
18With the seeming approval of Grandolini (1996) 44n37.
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dition, the ancient Greek poet sees himself as a mouthpiece of the Muse” (ibid. 295).
This formulation substitutes the scholar’s outside perspective for that of the cultural
insider. It is true, of course, that the Southslav singer does not set his performance
in the context of an invocation of the deity, nor does he claim to be divinely inspired.
But it is wrong to cleave Muse and tradition on the grounds that for validation the
Slav singer need only appeal to the shared knowledge of his audience and the perfor-
mances of other singers. The Greek Panhellenic tradition, in eliminating all traces of
occasionality, does indeed absolutize its authority as the testimony of the Muse. But
tradition it is nonetheless, for the rhetoric of the appeal to the Muses is precisely that
they, as eyewitnesses, can tell the story fully and accurately. The rationale would
utterly fail if there were not a story to begin with that, to hearers and singers alike,
is fixed and well defined. For what accuracy would be involved in reporting a notion-
ally moving target? Thus, in pondering the way the Greek poet “sees himself,” one
must consider what this rhetoric from within implies about the performer-audience
interaction. Merely looking at the situation synchronically, as if the singer had never
sung his material before and his every word, given by the Muse, were new to his
audience, flattens the diachronic dimension of the poetry and fails to see that the
invocation of the Muse is not one particular appeal by an individual singer on one
historically contingent occasion; rather, it is emblematic of countless actual perfor-
mances of the tradition by many rhapsodes and, as such, speaks to the accuracy and
reliability—and, therefore, the notional fixity—of the eyewitness report.

A comparable misunderstanding of the working of traditional oral poetry is re-
flected by following: “In Yugoslav oral tradition the poet’s creativity has no niche to
be classed in. . . . In the Greek tradition, the idea of the poet’s inspiration by the Muse
offers an excellent alibi for creative intervention.”!® Here the word ‘alibi’ is revealing:
it shows that the analysis takes only the outsider’s stance. If followed to its logical
conclusion, we shall have to view the Greek bard as dishonestly evading the reality of
his non-traditional innovation and, in order to legitimize his creative freedom, draw-
ing upon a cultural convention merely as a pretext to fend off the charge of singing
about “things of which he did not hear from his predecessors.”?® But such a reasoning
cannot be accepted, because it projects the outsider’s perspective upon the insider.
As Nagy (1996a) 19 reminds us, “the here-and-now of each new performance is an

opportunity for innovation, whether or not any such innovation is explicitly acknowl-

19Finkelberg (1990) 296.
0 Ibid. 296.
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edged in the tradition.” We must be careful not to equate the innovation proper to
traditional poetry with what Nagy (1990c) 55n19 calls the “anxious modernist vision
of the creative self,” with “creation out of self-contained genius.” Indeed, innovation
is possible in oral traditions, but it is culturally specific and itself traditional. So, to
return one last time to alleged ‘alibi’ of the Greek poet: the corresponding synchronic
leveling and misconstrual of traditional innovation contradicts the notion of the po-
etic olun that governs the performances of the Homeric Phemios and Demodokos.
When Demodokos is said to start his song otung (6 74), this should be translated
‘from that thematic thread’,?! and, as the metaphor makes clear, it conceptualizes
the story as an established sequence that, once picked by the poet, he must faithfully
follow.?? This is what the Muses have implanted in the heart of the bard, ‘all sorts of
threads’ (y 347-48), not a romantic creative genius. It might be helpful here to quote
Nagy (1996b) 22: “[A] tradition may claim unchangeability as a founding principle
while at the same time it keeps itself alive through change. . . . Participants in a given
tradition may of course choose to ignore any change whatsoever. If they do recognize
change, however, either it must be negative or, if it is to be positive, it must not really
be change after all. In other words, positive change must be a ‘movement’ that leads
back to something that is konwn . . . [a movement] that aims at the traditional, even
the archetypal.”

The key, then, to a right understanding of the nature of epic poetry, with its
notional fixity, is its claim to inspiration. The poet’s appeal to the gods, most com-
monly the Muses, for divine assistance is already present in the oldest strata of the
Homeric and Hesiodic traditions, for this old topos of Greek poetics has its roots
in the common stock of Indoeuropean cultural practices.??> Both the Iliad and the

Odyssey open with invocations of the Muse, and the Theogony presents us with He-

21Cf. Durante (1976) 176-77.

22The insistence on an established notional sequence, which answers, in turn, to the notional fixity
of the song, is a central tenet of rhapsodic poetics. It is reflected by the language of performance as

it focuses on the precise narrative ‘point of entry’: ufjviv 8ede Ged . . . || €€ o0 ) & mpdTa . .. (Al
6); 8vdpa pou Evvere, Molou . . . | tév &uébbey ye, Bed, OGyatep Aldg, eint xol AU (o 1 10; this

should be rendered ‘from a point [along the thread] of these events’: the Muse is free to choose
her starting point, but notionally the narrative thread is always the same); poUo’ dg’ doddv dviixev
detdéuevar xhéa avdpdy, | olune, s 1T dpa xhéog olpavdv edply Ixave (6 73-74); 6 &' dpunbelg
Beol fpyeTo, Qaive 3’ dowdy, Il Evlev EAdy, G¢ . . . (8 499-500).

23Ct. Schmitt (1967) §89 and §95. See also Durante (1968), whose views, however, I cannot
endorse where he seems to follow Setti (e.g. Durante, 1968, 263) in embracing a distinction, attested
as early as y 347-48, between ‘creative’ singers, responsible for their own repertoire, and those who
merely sang what they learned from others (Setti, 1958, 150; for more on Setti’s position and my
disagreement with him see below, n. 81).
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siod’s Dichterweihe by the Helikonian Muses. The dowdg is the ‘attendant of the
Muses’, the Mucdwy Oepdnwv,?* a term that defines the singer’s relation to the god-
desses and their leader, Apollo, and is fraught with ritual implications.?> The many
instances of divinely sanctioned poetry furnish obvious points of contact between tra-
ditional oral epic and forms of communication, such as oracular speech, between the
Greeks and their gods.?® All this is familiar ground.?” My goal here is to focus on the
performative implications of ‘inspiration’, in particular, on the notional fixity of the
epic tradition. To this end, this chapter redraws the familiar ideological connections
between oracular and poetic speech in the milieu of archaic Greece. This helps me
to delineate the worldview that informed the activity of epic rhapsodes: I argue that
from the notion of epic as ‘divine speech’ flowed a ‘mentality of fixity’ as the char-
acteristic insider’s view of Homeric epic, a view that conceptualized this traditional
poetry as a notionally unchanging whole, to be faithfully reproduced as the same in

every new perfor mance.

24Hes. Theog. 100 and h. Hom. 32.20 (to Selene).

25Cf. Nagy (1999a) 289-300, esp. §4 and §6. For the relation in which Apollo stands to the Muses
and, by implication, to the poet, see below, note 83.

26 A convenient comparative study of the relation between literature and prophecy is Chadwick
(1942). See also the relevant chapters of Chadwick and Chadwick (1932-40), esp. II1.839-53.

27 At 6 62-103 Hainsworth writes concerning the dotdéc that “the nature of his skill is mysterious
and attributable to divine aid and favour, but this does not set him apart from other craftsmen
(diviners, doctors, and carpenters are mentioned at xvii 383-5) or give his art a value beyond
that of acrobats and wrestlers” (Heubeck et al., 1988, 349). This statement, which might seem
to threaten the unique status advocated here for singers in archaic Greece, is, in my opinion, an
oversimplification: p 383-85 does list the pudvric, the intfp, and the téxtwv along with the dowdéc
as itinerant dnuovpyol (cf. Hes. WD 25-26), but this hardly justifies our judging them all to be
equally valuable and respected. (For a hierarchy of démiourgoi see Nagy, 1990¢, 56n26.) This ignores
the rhetorical structure of the passage: a tricolon capped by an entire line devoted to the singer,
who is introduced by the emphatic #§ xai. (Russo et al., 1992, 38: “Homer reserves an entire verse
for describing his own trade in glowing terms.”) I do not mean to imply, however, that the other
professions are anything but valuable and, in some respects, it is right to consider them the social
equals of the dowé6¢ (esp. the udvtic, who also makes a trade of €nn). After all, the root *tek* on
which téxtwyv is built, was used in Indoeuropean poetics to describe the activity of the singer (see
further below, n. 81). And the mention of the ydvtic, moreover, is not without significance for my
argument, although the particular nature of its close tie with the dotwdé¢ has to be independently
established. But surely the unique love of the Muse for the singer (8 63) and the honor in which the
people hold him (6 472) distinguish him from doctors, carpenters, acrobats, and wrestlers, elevating
him above them. 6 479-81 makes clear, moreover, that such reverence is not peculiar to Demodokos
(whose very name etymologizes his reception; cf. the scholia ad 6 44), but is shown to all singers
generally.
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1.2 Invoking the Muses

Let us start, then, with a Homeric invocation of the Muse; specifically, with the
familiar claim to derived autopsy, with which the omniscient narrator of the Iliad
opens the Catalog of Ships (B 484-86):

gomete viv pwou Moloat ‘Ohdunta ddpat’ Eyovoat:
Opelg yap Oeal €ote ndpeoté 1€ loté te mdvta,

Auels 8¢ xAéog olov dxolouey 003 Tt WBuev:

ot Twveg Nyepdves Aavady xal xolpavol fioav:
TANOLY &’ olx Av éyd pubhcouat ovd’ ovourvw,
00d’ €l pou déxa utv yhdooar, déxa 8¢ otépat’ elev,
pwvR & dppnxtog, YdAxeov 8¢ pol fTop éveln,

el un ‘OAvumiddec Moloar Atdg atytdyoto
Buyatépes uvnoaiad’ dool Und “"TAov HAGov-

dpyoVs ad ynév Epéw viids Te mpondoac.

The interpretive key to this passage is the opposition between hearing and seeing:
the poet and, by extension, his audience ‘only hear the kléos’, the sung report of
divine and heroic deeds which constitutes the very medium of epic poetry. (As is
well known, #xAvov is built on the zero-grade root of x\éfog.) The Muses, on the
other hand, were present as divine eye-witnesses at all the events narrated.?® As
Benveniste (1969) 2.173-74 remarked of a similar case,?® the verbs Yote and Wuev
must be given their full etymological force: not merely ‘to know’, but specifically ‘to
see’.30 Because the goddesses have seen the events, they are able to relate them to

280n a similar statement at § 491 touching Demodokos, see below, p. 26.

29At T 258 the imperative {otw is used to summon Zeus and other gods as witnesses to an oath:
Totw Viv Zede mpdta Bedv Unatoc xal dptotoc. Benveniste (1969) 2.173 observes: “Le but n’est pas
seulement de faire connaitre aux dieux le texte de 'engagement par lequel on se lie. Il faut rendre
ici & 7sto sa pleine force étymologique : non pas seulement « qu’il sache », mais proprement « qu’il
voie »” (emphasis his).

30Someone might object to giving Wuev its full etymological force here and not elsewhere. But
the peculiar nature of Homeric poetry readily meets this criticism: the meaning ‘to see’ lies in its
diachronic layering and was available to composing bards; hence the context may always ‘reactivate’
it, bringing it to the hearer’s interpretive awareness. This is so here: note the ndpeote, which equates
the knowledge of the goddesses not merely with abstract omniscience but, specifically, with that of
an eyewitness. Thus, in xAéoc olov dxodouev oUdE T Wuev it would be natural for the audience
to oppose WBuev not to xAéoc (as many do today) but to dxodouev. Hence my contention that the
latter be given its full etymological force. (To be sure, since the word »\éog refers to the act of
hearing, it readily builds on the contrast between seeing and hearing. But just as the opposition by
itself does not necessarily compromise the epistemological reliability of the poet’s hearing—it merely
denies him immediate eyewitness access to past events—neither does it question the credibility of
the xAéo¢ whose source is the Muse.) Cf. T 203-5, where there is no nopeivor to activate the meaning
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the poet in song; he himself ‘knows nothing’ because he lacks autopsy—and here, as
often, we meet the stereotype of the blind bard who is endowed with second-sight.3!
But the Muses put him in contact with his subject and supernaturally enable a special
kind of ‘recollection’:3? unerring knowledge of the heroic past; the bard, ‘in turnl[,]
will tell’ his audience, ab . . . épéw. This infallible power of total recall is designated
by the verb pvdouot and its semantic family (uvfjua, wpviioxe, ete.).?

In disowning personal knowledge of events far removed from the time of his telling
and sealed in mythical heroic time, the singer paradoxically claims the divine dispen-
sation of perfect ‘memory’,3* i.e., the gift of epic poetry, which, as ever-present and
ever-knowing deities, only the Muses have. Thus an acknowledgement of personal
ignorance turns into an affirmation of professional aptitude and poetic sufficiency. It
would be an error to miss the rhetorical point of the opposition between the xAéog of
the tradition and the Muses’ song, and read it for its surface meaning as a straight-
forward statement of fact. This is what Finkelberg (1990) 295 does when, following
Lattimore’s translation (here, uncharacteristically misleading), she makes too much
of his word ‘rumor’ for xAéog:®® “[T]he tradition, or ‘what we hear,’ is . . . not en-
visaged as sufficiently reliable. The true guarantors of the catalogue’s authenticity
are the omnipresent and omniscient Muses, who inspire the poet and are thus re-
sponsible for his song.” Not so; the gap between the report of the Muses and the
tradition is only rhetorical: the Muses’ song s the tradition, and the xAéa dvSpdv

‘to see’, the opposition between seeing/knowing and hearing is not absolute (for there are things
they do know, and this from hearing), and ¥dec is explicitly qualified by &{et.

81Cf., e.g., B 62-64. For the topos of blindness (in particular, Homer’s blindness) see Graziosi
(2002) 125-63.

32Usually, the Muses’ gift is expressed by 3{Swut with an object such as dowd# or add¥ (e.g. 6 64).
At the time of performance the goddesses are said to impel the bard (6 73: pobc’ &p’ dowdov dvijxev
dedépeval Xhéa GvBp&V).

33For a fuller understanding of the archaic notions associated with yvdopat and pviun, see Ben-
veniste (1954). His etymological analysis alone, however, is not enough; one must also survey the
contexts in which we find ‘memory’, ‘remember’, the Muses, etc., and the views that flow from them
must be ascertained. This is what Detienne (1996) does.

34As Nagy (1999a) 17 §3n2 remarks, Hektor’s wish that there be ‘a remembrance of devouring
fire’ when the Trojans reach the ships (uvruoodvy Tic Enetta nupde dntoto yevéoBw, © 181), though
at the surface level of the narrative it merely stands as a periphrasis for ‘let someone remember [to
bring me] fire’, on a metapoetic level it surely calls for its inclusion into the permanent record of
epic. And this is what happens at the invocation of II 112: €onete viv yoi. MoGoat *OXdumia dduat’
gyovoay, | dnnwe 87 mpdtov nlp Euneoe vruoly Ayatdv.

350n the meaning of x\éoc and the related debate whether xAéoc dpBitov is a formula, see Finkel-
berg (1986), Edwards (1988), Olson (1995) 2-3 and 224-27, Watkins (1995) 173-78, Volk (2002),
and Nagy (2003) 45-48.
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that the poet hears and sings is the quoted utterance of the Muses. From the point
of view of traditional poetry, the way the invocation works is to point out that the
authority behind the xAéoc—what makes it reliable and trustworthy, and its singing,
an authoritative sacral speech-act—is that the Muses, the omniscient witnesses, are
the notional source of the report. Setting the Muses against the tradition they them-
selves recount betrays a serious misunderstanding of oral-traditional poetics and its
rhetorical pose. More accurate is Nagy (1999a) 16: “[T|he word kléos itself betrays
the pride of the Hellenic poet through the ages. . . . the poet hears kléos recited to
him by the Muses . . . [bJut then it is actually he who recites it to his audience.” In
other words, the singer views himself as a link in the transmission of the song, both
hearing and conveying authoritative speech, the divine song of the Muses.

Another textual instance of divine inspiration is 6 487-98, where Demodokos is
praised by Odysseus for his accurate singing about the taking of Troy as if he himself
had witnessed it:

Anuédor’, EEoxa 81 oe Ppotdv aiviCou’ andviwy:
1) o€ ye Molo’ €8idage, Alog ndic, 7} o€ v’ Ao Awy:
Ay yap xatd xbopov Ayadv ottov deldeis,

0oc’ Epfav T’ Enaldv te xal oo’ eubynoav Ayaiol,
¢ T€ Tov 1) adTOg Tape®V 7} dAhou dxoloag.

AN’ &ye O petdPnde xat tnnou xéouov detoov
doupatéov, tov 'Enecidg énoinoev oLy Abrwy,

Ov mot’ €¢ dxpdmoA d6Aov Hiyaye dlog 'Oducoeie
avdpidv euniioas, ot "Thtov é€ahdnaav.

ol xev O pot talta xatd polpay xataréng,
aOtixa xol tdow pubioouat dvbpdnowaty,

6¢ dpa Tol Tedpewy Bedg drace Homy dowdy.

In this case, as an alternative to the Muse, Apollo, the god most commonly as-
sociated with yavtued, is mentioned as a possible source of the bard’s song. The
choice is only apparent: in his engagement with poetry Apollo is often known as the
Mouségetés,®® and he works in concert with the Muses, presiding over and autho-
rizing the performance. The difference between them is one of emphasis: Apollo is
the marked, the Muse the unmarked choice for the invocation, so that, even when
the Muse alone is addressed, one should also think of the poet as tacitly calling on
Apollo.®” The divine action is denoted by the verb 8ddoxw, which casts the gods

36See below, n. 83.

3THowever, as Nagy (1999a) 301-8 observes, there is a latent opposition between Apollo and his
bard not unlike the ritual antagonism between a hero and the divinity whose tiuy the hero’s deeds
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as song-masters and the bard as apprentice-in-training.3® Several technical terms
of rhapsodic professional practice stand in comfortable contiguity with the acknowl-
edgement of supernatural help. This underscores the conceptual compatibility and
necessary concurrence of divine assistance and rhapsodic skill. Thus, e.g., we find
netdPnB, ‘shift [your song]’,3® answered by #vbev EAGV dc, ‘taking it from the point
when’; the passage also features xatd xéopov, which recalls the xoouéw of Plato’s
Ton (530d7)*° and whose semantics is almost certainly to be related to the x6ouog
énéwv of Solonic fame (fr. 1.2 W).#! The adverbial expression is quite frequent,*? and
it can be rendered ‘aright’, ‘duly’. But the root sense of x6ouoc is ‘good order’, and
it describes the proper arrangement of the parts into a well ordered whole. For this
reason it naturally inhabits the metaphorical universe of the artisan, particularly, of
the &owdg, whose craft can be denoted by such verbs as tedyew (© 197), évtivew
(u 183), &puélew (Pind. Pyth. 3.114), daddhhewv (Pind. Nem. 11.18), etc. xéouog,
therefore, connotes the ideal of harmony that pervades properly ordered relations of
every kind, both social—in Hdt. 1.65.4 it designates the ‘constitution’ of a polis—and
natural—the sophists used it to refer to the universe (Xen. Mem. 1.1.11).43

But the notion of the song as well ordered speech that is faithful to the structure of
reality is so strong in archaic Greek poetics, that not only is xatd xéouov frequent in
this context (6 489, h. Herm. 433 479; cf. xooufical dowdhy h. Dionys. 59), but the very
word x6opog is used metonymically for the song itself.#¢ The earliest example of this
acceptation is 6 492, in the passage that now concerns us, where Demodokos is to sing
the {nmouv xéopov. Modern scholars pass over this expression in silence (Lattimore,
e.g., does not render it at all) or else take it to mean ‘preparation’, ‘contrivance’,

‘stratagem’.*® But it cannot mean ‘stratagem’ or ‘contrivance’, for nothing in the

challenge the most (cf. ibid. 62-64). This opposition does not obtain between the singer and the
Muses {except in cases of blatant defiance, such as Thamyris’ at B 594-600).

38From such uses 31ddoxw acquires demonstrative and revelatory nuances. Cf., e.g., h. Herm. 556.
See below, p. 104, n. 97.

39Cf. h. Hom. 5.293, 9.9, 18.11.

40For more on xécpog, not only as ‘order’ but also as ‘adornment’, see below, Chapter 3, p. 154.
“1For the use and meaning of xéouog before its adoption by philosophers see Diller (1956).
42Most commonly as 00 xatd *X60UOV Or €D X0Td XOGUOV.

43Cf. Plato’s Gorgias 507e6-8a4.

441 say metonymically, and not metaphorically, for the relation between the song and the order
it narrates, as we shall see below, can even be described as one of cause and effect: the song is
efficacious, it brings its universe into being.

45Thus, Diller (1956) 51 underlines the importance of the horse’s design, the arrangement that
made it suitable for its intended purpose: “x6opoc inmou [ist] die besondere Ordnung, die dem
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root meaning of xéopog (‘order’) or its natural semantic development (‘adornment’)
suggests ‘plan’—unless we stretch it to apply to anything that receives forethought—
nor is there any other instance of this alleged sense. Scholars who make this choice try
to bridge the gap between ‘order’ and ‘contrivance’ by emphasizing the design of the
horse, the particular arrangement of its parts that made for a successful stratagem.
This corresponds to xataocxeun, the first of three glosses in the scholia ad loc.46
But there are two problems with this: there is still a significant conceptual distance
between ‘order’ and ‘design’ or ‘manufacture’,*” and parallels of this exceptional gloss
simply do not exist; but, to me, as serious an obstacle is that, when Demodokos picks
up the song, he starts with the departure of the Akhaian ships and the horse already
(%07, 6 502) standing in the Trojan agora, with the warriors in its belly. Not only
do we fail to find a description of its manufacture or design, but there is not even
a passing comment about its hollow inside, except to say that the Trojan assembly
considered splitting the ‘hollow wood’—presumably to ascertain whether it contained
anything harmful to the city.

Some, however, may point to ‘form, fashion’, the gloss in LSJ s.v. 1.3, for the
required parallels. But this subsection is only a mirage, at least insofar as the sense
of ‘form, fashion’ that might be applicable to 6 492 is not elucidated by the other
examples:*® the fragment by Parmenides (DK 28 B8.52)—like the Solonic, also an

instance of xéouog énéwv?®—draws, in my opinion, just like Solon’s, on rhapsodic ter-

Trojanischen Pferd zu seinem besonderen Zweck gegeben wurde, daf} es Versteck fiir die bewaflneten
Griechen sein konnte. . . . xéopoc [ist] die Zusammenordnung zubereiteter Teile, die an das Subjekt
herangebracht wird, um es zu besonderem Zweck zu qualifizieren. Vom Subjekt aus gesehen ist
x6opog der Zustand der Qualifikation, der durch die Zuriistung herbeigefithrt wird. Das Tun, das
" die erforderlichen Relationen herstellt, heift xooueiv.”

461f we ignore the objections based on the established meaning of xéouog and consider only the
manner in which Odysseus requests the song, especially the clause “which Epeios fashioned with
Athena’s help,” we might accept a gloss like ‘construction’, ‘building’, or ‘fashioning’. And so, with
nothing but Odysseus’ words to go on, we might be excused for expecting next the performer to
narrate Epeios’ part: his implements, his skill, how the wood was acquired, the cutting, carving,
smoothing, and assembly of the parts, etc. But none of this is forthcoming.

4"Murray (LCL) renders it ‘the building of the horse’.

48Form, fashion’ is a remarkably poor choice for a lemma, because its semantic range is so broad. I
would pose no objection, e.g., to rendering xéouog in Hdt. 1.99 as ‘form’, so long as this is understood
in the sense of ‘arrangement’, the procedural order of Deiokes’ rule. But no such meaning of ‘form’ is
applicable to innou x6ouoc. In the case of Parmenides, LSJ might seem to intend ‘form’ as ‘outward
appearance’ (again, not applicable to 6 492). But one should expect a lexical subdivision only to
include passages where the word in question means one and the same thing.

498y 131 ool e moTdY Abyov WdE vénua || duelc dhnbelng: 36Eac 8’ dmd ToUde Bpoteiag | pdvbave
xbouov Eudv Entwy dratnhov dxobuv (B8.50-52)
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minology, and therefore does not stand in need of a special acceptation of its own.*

Neither do the two Herodotean passages call for the suggested ‘form, fashion’. In-
deed, in Hdt. 1.99.15! xéopog refers to the procedural form of Deiokes’ rule, a civic
order reproduced by the arrangement of the houses around the circumference of the
outer wall of his palace. This ‘urban plan’ is a replica of the political xéoupoc—the
noun, used here in a sense not far from ‘constitution’ or ‘political order’.’? As to
Hdt. 3.22.2,5 the parallel with the preceding & Tt €in xal xwg nenonuévoy seems
to suggests (falsely, I am convinced) that here xéopog might mean ‘manufacture’;
but one should only embrace this anomalous sense if none of the established ones will
do. éZnyeiobar, I agree, indisputably shows that the answer to the king’s question
was an ‘explanation’, but nothing here clinches its subject matter, whether ‘manufac-
ture’ or something else. I believe that in this passage x6opog means ‘ornament’™*—

which éhia and otpentdg neplavyéviog doubtless are—and that adtol refers to tov

50 Apparently, it is the use of drotnAéc that led to the gloss ‘form’, as if the goddess were saying:
‘henceforth learn the opinions of mortals by listening to the deceptive form of my epea’. But the
deception is not peculiar to the forrn——there is no obvious change in the poem’s form at this point:
the utterance in its entirety lacks veracity. (If the epea now turn deceptive, it is because the song
henceforth is formally indistinguishable from what preceded, yet it no longer publishes divine truth.)
On the other hand, if I am right in rendering xéopog as ‘song’ or ‘lay’—well ordered speech that, in
the archaic context, carried the stamp of divine authority—Parmenides’ use is natural: he is, after
all, quoting divine speech (such is the conceit) uttered in hexameter (hence the éuév énéwv), the
meter common to oracles and inspired song. ‘Of my epea’ is a genitive of explanation or material
(Smyth §§1322-23): ‘the kosmos that is my epea’ or ‘the kosmos that is made of my epea’; in other
words, xdopoc is not a quality, component, or facet of the epea, but the very epea, described in the
rhapsodic language of archaic poetics. The real discontinuity here is that the truthfulness connoted
by xéopoc is undermined: this is a significant departure from the symbolic system evoked by the
term. The reason is polemical, for what follows is a cosmogony that, unlike Hesiod’s theogony, has
its source in mortal man, not the Muses. The transfer of x6ouog from the context of authoritative
true speech to that of deceitful utterance is rhetorically effective and maximizes the polemical impact
of Parmenides’ teaching. Cf. Diels (1897) 66 (xotd x6ouov = “in dem Geflige seines Baues”) and 92
(citing Demokritos DK 68 B21); Untersteiner (1958) XCIXn195, CLXVIIIn9; Bormann (1971) 85-86
(xatd xbopov = “der Ordnung entsprechend”; cf. 86n2); and Coxon (1986) 218.

Slrafta ugv 8 6 Andxng €wutd te ételyee xat mepl & Ewutod olxia, TOV O dAhov dfjuov
TéplE Exéleve TO telyog olxéewv. olxodounBéviwy 3¢ mdvtwv xbopov téVdE Arnbxng mpdtég €oTt
6 xotaotnodpevog (Hdt. 1.99.1-4). In Asheri and Medaglia (1990) ad loc. Antelami translates,
“Deiokes pose queste norme” (p. 119); Asheri comments: “Deiokes sarebbe anche il «primo inven-
tore» del ceremoniale e della burocrazia di corte” (p. 328).

52Powell (1938) glosses it ‘constitution’ (s.v. 2). The presence of the participle xataotoduevog
is, perhaps, no coincidence, since xatdotacic in Herodotos can denote ‘political constitution’ (e.g.
Hdt. 2.173.1).

535e0tepaL B TOV YPUTOV ElpdTa, TOV OTEENTOY TOV TEPLAUYEVIOV ol T& Péhar BENYEOUEVRY dE TV
TyBuogdywv oV xéouov adtol yehdoag 6 Baothels xal voploag eval opea nédag elne b noap’ Ewutolot
elol popaledtepat Toutéwy nédar (Hdt. 3.22.2).

5430 also Powell (1938) s.v. 1.



Chapter 1 Invoking the Muses 25

xpuo6v.® Thus, the Ikhthyophagoi ‘explain to him the ornament of gold’.®® A more
idiomatic translation would be ‘when the Ikhthyophagoi explained the ornamental use
of the gold’.5

Having disposed off the alternative ‘form, fashion’, the choice of the LSJ for 6 492,
I can return to my main point, viz. that in this passage {nnou xéopog | Souvpatéou
stands for ‘the song of the wooden horse’, and that the word for song, x6cuog, belongs
to the specialized language of the rhapsode’s trade. The third gloss in the scholia,
OnéBeaic, come closest to its true meaning, despite reducing its rich symbolism to the
relative conceptual poverty of ‘subject matter’. For the argument of this chapter it
is significant that the Odyssey itself acknowledges this technical meaning of xéouog
and employs it to refer to the medium of epic poetry; in so doing, it draws the closest
of possible relationships between archaic epic song and the ideal of well ordered,
efficacious utterance that is proper to the gods. The singer shares with them in the
same conceptual universe of articulated speech because of his inspiration, because
through him they reenact the order of reality—past, present, and future—bringing it
into being by the speech-act of his performance. xatd x6ouov (6 489), therefore, in
the context of the bard’s performance takes on a marked character and points beyond
‘aright’ or ‘duly’ to ‘as the truth requires’, ‘exactly as it happened’. This includes, to
be sure, the order of events, but it is far more comprehensive, notionally embracing

all the dimensions of the story: whatever the song relates, it relates infallibly.5®

55 Another genitive of material (Smyth §1323). Rosen’s Teubner prints tov ypugoUyv.

56 As the apparatus shows, the manner of expression is somewhat strained and scribes tried to
improve on it: a0to0 competes with adté@v and perhaps a0t§ (the apparatus of Hude’s OCT offers
“a0td 'V (7)”; but Rosen’s Teubner reads adtod for V also). The awkwardness results from the
form of the question, tov ypuoov elpdta, with ‘the gold’ followed by ‘twisted collar’ and ‘bracelets’
in apposition.

57So Rawlinson in Everyman’s Library. Medaglia (with Rosen) prints ypucoGv in Asheri (1988)
ad loc.; Fraschetti translates: “In secondo luogo chiese degli oggetti d’oro: la collana e i braccialetti.
Quando gli Ittiofagi gli ebbero spiegato il modo di adornarsene . . .” (p. 39). The Ikhthyophagoi
must have explained that the bracelets were for the wrists, and from this the Ethiopian king mis-
takenly inferred they must be fetters. The answer may have included a short description of their
manufacture, to make clear that the gifts were indeed of gold. Just as with the efua, concerning
which the king did not know ‘what it was’ or ‘how it had been made’, he may have guessed that
the bracelets and the collar were of gold and yet have wondered about their purpose; or he may
have suspected that the objects merely looked like gold: asking about their manufacture would have
addressed his doubts. (‘He asked about the gold’, of course, need not imply that the king knew it
was gold. Herodotos did, and the question is narrated from his perspective.)

8yatd polpav (B 496) can be viewed from a similar perspective: the gods, esp. Zeus, are the ones
who assign to all their poipa: €nl ydp tol éxdote uolpav Ebnxav | dbdvator Bvnrolow ént Leldwpov
dpovpav (1t 592-93). (Its root meaning ‘portion’, I think, motivates the choice xataAé€ne, which
suggests an enumeration; cf. Luther, 1935, 69.) This dispensation, dramatically enacted by the
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6 491 recapitulates, with slight modifications, B 485-86: Demodokos must have been
taught by the Muse or Apollo, for his singing is as good as the report of an eyewitness,
as if he himself had been present (# adtog napedv) or had heard it from one who was
() &A\lov axoloag). Within the narrative framework, Odysseus acknowledges the
possibility that the bard may have heard a true report some other Akhaian on his
way back from Troy. These are, to be sure, only a rhetorical ‘as if’ (&g té nouv) that
underscores the conviction of Demodokos’ inspiration in the context of the subsequent
challenge to prove, by singing xatd poipav about the horse, that the god has readily
granted him a ‘divine song’, 6éomnic dowd| (0 498). The adjective Béomig itself, from
the same root as feonéolog, is a composite *Bea-on- of god, *Beo-, and the zero-grade
of *oen-, whence we get évvénw: though 6conéolog comes to mean ‘of a divine source’
or simply ‘divine’, 6éomic, retains its close association with speech and is therefore
used of song (o 328 6 498) or the singer (p 385). Its basic meaning is ‘uttered by a
god’, and if it is used, more broadly, for ‘inspired’, it is because the song of the poet
is notionally the utterance of the god. In later poetry the same adjective is closely
connected with oracular speech:3° the kinship of prophecy and epic song, symbolized
by Apollo as the source of the Panhellenic Delphic oracle and his leadership of the
Muses, lies at the heart of the description of the epic minstrel by its own poetic
medium. The corresponding fixity of the resulting message as an expression of the

kerostasiai of @ 69-72 and X 209-13, is too well known to require demonstration; here I will only
mention & 475 exempli gratia, which the question (8 469-70) and answer (8 472-74) clearly link to
the divine will. Now, it is true that the gods are not said personally to kill a hero (with the possible
exception of Ares at E 842; and at II 787-804 Apollo all but spears Patroklos); but the explicit
description of a god abandoning his ward immediately before his death (e.g. X 213) proves clearly
enough that poipa and an explicit reference to the divine will are mutually complementary ways
of conceptualizing the unfolding of a fixed story that must happen. One should not dissociate this
theological framework from the traditional quality of the poetry (pace Edwards, 1991, ad P 321):
at the notional level, both demand that the integrity of the story be preserved without departure
(cf. TI 431-38 X 167-76), even as they reflect the audience’s expectation of stability in the telling
(cf. Unep polpav T 336 and Ontp Awce aloav P 321). ‘Narrative necessity’ is but another way of
expressing notional fixity from the perspective of the outsider. For more on uofpo and the will of
Zeus see Nagy (1999a) §17 and §25n2. Note also Luther’s (1935) 68—69 perceptive comments: “Die
Gotter haben jedem Ding seinen Anteil zugewiesen. . . . Mit Recht betont Leitzke (S. 9), daf xatd
uolpav umfassend auf die ganze Art des Gesanges geht, sowohl die Richtigkeit und Genauigkeit der
Schilderung wie auch den kunstgerechten Vortrag.”

®Two further instances of 8éomic are Eur. Medea 425 (the ‘divine song of the lyre’, the gift of
Apollo) and Soph. Ikhneutai 250 (the ‘divine voice’ of Hermes’ tortoise lyre). Other derivatives from
the same root are clearly oracular in meaning: Beonloyata, féomiowe, Beoniwdde, etc. According to
Koller (1965), Béonic is a backformation from the compound *feomaodée, ‘the one who proclaims
the oracle through verse’, which Koller connects with the epic singer, owing to his practice of starting
the recitation of Homeric poetry with the ‘oracular verse’ of the npootuiov.
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divine will and the order of reality also carries over into the Homeric tradition of
epic. Just as true prophecy offers infallible interpretation or prediction and, by its
very nature, though it can be misreported, cannot change at all, neither in form nor
substance, so also the epic tradition, notionally spoken by the Muse or Apollo, could

not possibly change from one divine telling to another.

1.2.1 Efficacious speech

“Sung speech . . . was efficacious speech,” says Detienne (1996) 43. “Its peculiar
power instituted a symbolicoreligious world that was indeed reality itself.” In other
words, as I have repeatedly noted, Homeric song in performance is a sacral speech-
act, an utterance that realizes its own meaning. In celebrating the deeds of gods and
heroes the rhapsode preserves them from oblivion, Avfy, and, by his very singing,
assigns to them the status of d-Afbeia. The epic song is true, because it is, at its
source, a divine speech-act.®® Just as the words ‘I forgive you’ effect the pardon they
promise—and if they are not uttered there is no remission of guilt-—so also does the
bard’s singing underlie the reality of his story. Here we are dealing ultimately with
a matter of authority, for without the proper authority the speech-act fails to be
efficacious:®! the seer is qualified by his oracular gift infallibly to predict the future,

60The definition of ‘speech-act’ used here, though deriving from Austin’s (1975) pioneering work,
nevertheless goes beyond it. The most obvious divergence is that for Austin performatives are
principally not true or false, but happy or unhappy (though a ‘felicity condition’ such as legitimate
authority—under A.2, ibidem 15—does apply in either case). Yet common to both is the notion
that the speech-act, i.e. the utterance of performative speech, is doing, as opposed to just saying,
something (cf., e.g., ibidem 133). But divine speech may carry with it the force of inevitability, the
implication of inexorable fulfillment. This is most readily illustrated by oracles and prophecies, a
category of divine speech that regards the future; in which case, the performative character of a
promise overlaps with what may at first be thought a merely declarative sentence. Thus, ‘you shall
die’ in “the day you eat of it you shall surely die” is not so much a statement of future fact as a threat
that carries with it divine authority and, implicitly, the promise that God will certainly bring it to
pass. To illustrate the same on a strictly human level: we call ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ a prediction
believed with such conviction by the one who utters it that he acts in accordance with it—mnot, in
our judgment, because of any supernatural necessity, but merely on account of his subjective, yet
supremely controlling, persuasion that “so it must happen.” There is real performative force in the
utterance of a prediction that elicits full conviction. A fortiori, this is the more so with ‘genuine’
(from the point of view of a cultural insider) divine speech (speech that need not be only about
the future). My parenthetical mention of the cultural insider underscores that a speech-act, as used
here, is culturally specific. Cf. Nagy (1999b) 22-23: “[A] speech act is a speech act only when it fits
the criteria of the community in which it is being used. To determine the validity or invalidity of a
speech act is to observe its dynamics within the community in question.” For an anthropological,
rather than philosophical, approach to speech-acts, see, besides Nagy (1999b), Martin (1989) 1-42.

61This, by the way, is the archaic concept of lie or ¢eB30g; more on this below, pp. 51ff.
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and the authority of the oracular god stands as guarantee of its fulfillment. One
may draw a distinction between the god who brings his prediction to pass and the
prophet who conveys it to the inquiring thedrds; but it is a logical, not practical,
distinction, for without the human instrument there is no oracle at all, and the very
words and authority of the god inhere in his mortal representative. So also with the
rhapsode: his song, whether about the past or future, by the gift of divine voice,
carries in the utterance the force of reality and imposes on the hearers the necessity
of its truth. The symbolico-religious character of the speech-act bears with it a
heightened emphasis on the comprehensive ‘accuracy’ of the utterance, down to the
minutest details of form, even when such accuracy is not self-consciously measured
by the modern standard of a faithful reproduction of some ur-text. But, notionally
speaking, the sense that the utterance in its entirety reproduces divine speech—that
its performance is a re-presentation of the gods’ utterance—endows the song with the
notion that it must correspond to what the gods narrate, to what really happened.
There is therefore a fixity inherent in the Homeric tradition as a speech-act; or, to
say it in another way, the fixity derives from the occasion of its performance, which
is presided by the inspiring god, who makes the song comprehensively authoritative.
We must, after all, remember that Homeric epic, as a super-genre, contains a series
of performative sub-genres, among them the interpretation of dreams and portents,
prophecies (by seer-prophets and heroes), and divine promises, which are themselves
speech-acts that have a sure fulfillment.®? What still lies in the future from the point
of view of the narrative, is simultaneously past ‘history’ and present reenactment for
the festival audience. (Other epic poetry, e.g., the Hesiodic song, may even have a
future dimension, a prophetic statement about what ‘history’ holds, or else pertain
to the recurrent fulfillment of seasonal phenomena: weather, crops, etc.)

To underline the efficacious nature of epic performance in the archaic setting—
its status as a sacral speech-act—it is helpful to consider the word xpalves in the h.
Herm. 427 and 559. This verb, which should probably be reconstructed as *xpaaive,
is a denominative from xpdia-tog < *kfs-n-, ‘head’ (cf. Skr. §irsdn- < *kfsen-), with
the meaning ‘to fulfill, to accomplish, to realize, to bring to pass’. (For similar
semantics one can compare the word ‘achieve’, which derives from ‘chief’ (= ‘head’)
and means ‘to bring to a head’ or ‘to bring to an end’ (Lat. ad and Rom. *capum
for Lat. caput). In the Iliad and the Odyssey it takes as objects ‘injunctions, behest’
(Bpetude, E 508), ‘wish’ (8éMdwp, A 41 504), and ‘word, utterance’ (¥mog, u 115).

62For epic as a ‘super-genre’ see Nagy (1999b) 22-23 and 28-29.
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Thus it is at first striking to read the following description of Hermes’ lyre playing
and singing (425-28):

tayo 3¢ Avyéwg xBapllwy
yNevet’ duPohddny, épath O€ ol Eometo YWV,
xpalvov abavdtouc te Beobe xal yalav gpeuvny
6¢ Ta TpdTa Yévovto xal Og Adye polpav Exactog.

Not surprisingly, Hermann emended xpatvev to xhelwv and Stephanus to aivév; Hesy-
chius had already glossed xpalvew as Twdyv; others, departing from the established
meaning, had suggested ‘to celebrate’. Verses 429 and 432% offered the convenient
equation xpatve = yepatpw (so Allen et al., 1936, 334 ad 427).5 But in a magisterial
analysis Benveniste (1969) 35-42 shows that xpaivew denotes the exercise of author-
ity, and that, when a god is said to bring to pass a wish,®® he is, stricto sensu, not
performing it, but merely welcoming and sanctioning it: by authorizing it, i.e., by
backing it with his authority, he sets in motion the course of events that brings it to
fulfillment. The essential element in xpaive, therefore, is authority, and its natural
consequence, fulfillment. The vulgate text of I 310 (§) nep M xpavéw te xal b¢ TeETE-
Aeopévov Eotal) rightly parallels xpaivewy and telely, ‘to sanction’ and ‘to bring to
pass’.56

What are we to make, then, of the use in the Hymn to Hermes noted above?
How are we to understand xpaive at 427, where it seems to stand for ‘to sing’ or ‘to
celebrate’? Benveniste (1969) 40 explains: “The god sings about the origin of [all]
things and through his song ‘brings into existence’ the gods. A daring metaphor,
but one that agrees with the role of a poet who is himself a god. A poet causes
to exist; things are born in his song.”®” I can further refine Benveniste’s point, for

Hermes is portrayed here as a bard engaging in hymnic worship: the term duBoAddnv

53Mvnuootvny utv mpéta Bedv éyépaupev dowdf) (429); dbavdtoug yépatpe Beols Adg dyradg Lldg
(432).

64 Another artificial attempt at a solution is to read it in the sense of ‘bringing [the song] to an
end’, i.e. dnotehdv (cf. Radermacher, 1931, 149).

65Cf. B 419 for a negative example that involves Zeus.

66Ct. Plato’s Hipp. min. 365a3. Similarly, at t 565 #ne’ dxpdavta correspond to dreams that pass
through the gates of ivory, in contrast to those that, coming forth through gates of horn, ‘bring
to pass true things’ (¥tupa xpaivouot, T 567). Cf. Empedokles DK 31 B111.2 and Eur. Jon 464
(povTeduaTo xpatvet).

67“Le dieu chante ’origine des choses et par son chant « promeut & l’existence » les dieux.
Métaphore hardie, mais qui s’accorde au réle d’un poete qui est lui-méme un dieu. Un poéte fait
exister ; les choses prennent naissance dans son chant.”
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corresponds to dvafBdilecOar, the making of a npoolutov to precede his theogony; his
theme is the immortal gods, their origin and how each received his poipa (here used
for Tw”), the subject of many a hymn and, more generally, of Hesiod’s Theogony
with its succession myths. Like Hesiod,% first among the gods (npéta) Hermes cele-
brates Mnémosyné as mother of the Muses; and, not surprisingly, he relates (évérnwv)
everything xatd x6ouov, a term we now know to belong to rhapsodic practice—one
that has the potential to resonate deeply with archaic sacral notions of performance.
In fact, Hermes’ initial recital offers a mis en abyme, for in singing about his own
begetting he sends us back to the beginning verses 3-16.

Hermes here performs as the ideal rhapsode that all human bards should seek to
imitate: the hymn carefully notes that Mnémosyné ‘received the son of Maia as her
portion’,% which speaks to his engagement with povou}.™ Not infrequently does
Greek culture portray the gods as archetypes, even of activities that, by any reck-
oning, are eminently human—e.g. animal sacrifice, which (to go no further) in this
very hymn involves Hermes himself (ad 115-37): this is also the case with rhapsodic
performance.” Tt is no objection to my reading to note that Hermes is not singing
heroic epic, but a theogony instead: the god starts with a hymnic rpooluov, which, as
I point out below (see p. 47), is the ritual framework of the archaic epic performance.
And a theogony, too, is but a particularly elaborate and unusually long hymn, but a
hymn nonetheless. The Panhellenic nature of the Homeric tradition is so thoroughgo-
ing that, in the ‘final’ form in which it has come down to us, it lacks a hymnic opening
such as must have regularly preceded it—no hymn, however Panhellenic, which might
otherwise have provided any traces of occasionality, succeeded in acquiring canonical
status as the fixed opening (though we have reports, even at a late date, of a written
copy of the Iliad explicitly framed by such a hymnic npooiuytov). But that, ritually
speaking, epic performance took place in the context of a hymn that invoked a pre-
siding deity, at least at sufficiently early stages, is, I believe, unquestionable. And, a
fortiori, we can assume that the sacral character of hymnic speech did apply to the
Homeric tradition in performance.

Later in the same hymn Apollo gives Hermes a ¢&380¢. This is not merely a rhap-

68 Theog. 34; cf. 36, 53-54.
694, ydp Mixe Matddog vidv (430).
"0“Die Beziehungen des Hermes zu Mnemosyne und den Musen sind in der musikalischen Natur

des Gottes begriindet” (Radermacher, 1931, 150). For Hermes’ association with the nymphs, often
in the context of dance and song, see Larson (1995) 349n25. Cf., also, Hiibner (1986).

"For a study of Hermes as ‘god of music’ cf. Hiibner (1986).
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sode’s staff: it has functions that exceed the bard’s emblem of authoritative singing,
for it promises to keep him safe, dx#prog,”® and the attainment of wealth and for-
tune, 8ABog and nhoUtog. Doubtless we are supposed to think here of the xnpixelov,
which makes Hermes ypucoppanic (e 87 x 277; cf. Pind. Pyth. 4.178). This gift of
Apollo represents Hermes’ Tiu#{” and signals his attaining the same honor and wealth
that are the privilege of the other gods—a key theme in the hymn;™ but, I think,
it is also legitimate to read it in reference to the ydpic of performance, i.e., the eco-
nomic reciprocity of patronage—the wo86¢ and tywi—we know well from Pindar’s
poetry.”™ The staff, moreover, will fulfill, érnupaivovoa, all the dispositions (bepoic)
of good words and deeds (érnéwv te xal €pywv) which Apollo learns from the utter-
ance (8u@n™) of Zeus.” The powers of Hermes’ staff are unequivocally subservient
to Apollo’s gift of pavteloa and do not encroach upon Delphic divination, but it is
unquestionable that they encompass the ability to bring to pass Zeus’ utterance, as
declared by Apollo. Somehow Hermes, in his role as a rhapsode, declares authorita-
tively the utterance of Zeus: the sacral character of his utterance is explicit. The oug?
of Zeus is denoted by Hepol (from tibnut) of good ‘words and deeds’: the oracular
pronouncement is made of words that have the power to bring about the deeds they
declare, and it is legitimate, I think, to read the usual dichotomy—here in reference

to Zeus’ speech—as a hendiadys, viz. ‘performative words’.”® It is true that Hermes

72Perhaps a reference to some sort of tehetal, which feature Hermes as the divine ‘pioneer’ in
whose steps the initiates follow.

"3That Hermes’ T should come by way of an exchange fits his role as worker of énouoiBuua
¥ova (516-17). Nagy (1990a) analyzes the exchange as the mythical reenactment of the separation
into the distinct realms of poetry and prophecy of what was, at first, an undifferentiated poet-
prophet demiourgos; once mantis and kéruz, the old labels for the poet-prophet, became semantically
specialized and ceased to be appropriate, the general term aoidos—he argues—took over the general
category. But (this is crucial) “the aoidos . . . remained in the sacral realm of prophecy, as evidenced
by [his] institutional dependence . . . on the divine inspiration of the Muse” (ibid. 57). As regards
the h. Herm., by acquiring the lyre Apollo takes over uouvouxy as Panhellenic, just as the Panhellenic
poavtud) of Delphi remains strictly his purview, whereas Hermes is allowed only the éu¢v conveyed
by the ‘bee maidens’.

TMadtdp &yd téyvne emPricopot # tic dplotn || Bouxoréwy ut xal ot Suumepés: oLdE Heolot | v
uet’ dBavdtolo dddpnTo ol dhotot | adtol THOE uévoviee dveddued’, g ob xelelets. | BENTepoy
Huata ndvta Yet’ dbavdtolg dapilew | thodotov dgpveldv ToAVAloy 7} xatd ddua || dvtpw €v fepdevtt
Baacoéuey: duel 8¢ tuig | xdyd tic boing énBroopar Aig tep Anéihwy; cf. 460-62, 576.

"5Cf. Nagy (1990c) 188-90 and Kurke (1991).

"68uph < *song*ha is cognate with the word ‘song’.

Tadtdp Enevta | EAPou xal mhodtou 3dow mepadhéa paBdov || ypuoeiny tpuménhoy, dxfplov # ot
PUAGEeL | mdvTag Emtxpalivouca Beuods Enéwy te xal Epywv || Tév dyabdv Boa @nul dafuevat éx Aldg
opofc (528-532).

"8That is, words that are deeds, or deeds that come in the form of words.
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is not known elsewhere as an intermediary of oracular speech, though in his capacity
as a messenger or herald (&yyelov, 3), this function would not be entirely without
conceptual precedent. But, even so, interpreting the role of the p&f8og in harmony
with the rhapsodic language doubtless present in the earlier instance of xpaive is
preferable, I believe, to thinking of Hermes as fulfilling the utterance of Zeus by his
direct action: where he is ‘instrumental’ in some way to the fulfillment of Zeus’ will,
it is most often in his function as divine herald, where the word of authority is first
and last (so at € 87-907). I wonder if perhaps there is a hint here of the division
of labor between the Delphic udvtic and her npogAtng; Hermes might then stand for
the tradition of oracular hexametric poetry we know from Delphi.8¢

1.2.2 Quoted speech

To return to the Homeric poems, the invocation of the Muses at B 484ff. precedes
what is, by any account, a mnemonic feat of the first order. But it would be an error
to conclude from this that the goddesses are seen as providing the singer merely with

the requisite information, without reference to its poetic form.3! Not so: from the

inte po, Eppela ypuodppamnt, elihhovbac, | aldoiéc 1€ plhog 1€; mdpog ye uiv ol Tt Ooyi-
Ceg. | alida 8 L ppovéeis teréoon B¢ pe Buuog dvwyey, | el dovauar teréoar Ye xal el TeteAeauévoy
gotiv.

890bviously relevant is the latter part of the hymn, with the three poipar (or oeuval, as one ms.
and most modern editors would have it): sister-bees who live under the fold of Parnassos and whom
Apollo grants to Hermes as independent ‘teachers’ of prophecy; when they feed on honey they ‘bring
each thing to pass’, xpalvouoty Exaota (559). This is not the place to go into the many interesting
issues raised by this puzzling passage (for two helpful assessments see Scheinberg, 1979, and Larson,
1995). For my argument here, the essential point to bear in mind is that their ‘accomplishing’
each thing takes place in the context of oracular inquiry (most likely, of cleromancy, cf. Larson,
1995, 350-51; the use of astragaloi, common in gaming, explains the pleasure [tépne, 565] and the
luck [at xe TOxnot, 566] involved in the inquiry). After feeding on honey they ‘tell the truth’, dAnfeiny
dyopevewv (561)—a statement that underlines the association of xpaive and dAfBewx and recalls the
Muses’ words to Hesiod, WDuev 3’ €01’ e6éAwuev dinbéa ynpdoaclow (Theog. 28); otherwise, they ‘lie’
(Yevdovrar, 563), which, considering the performative nature of oracular revelation, speaks not so
much of its disparity with reality as of its failure to come to pass (cf. B 138 3 202).

81This is Setti’s (1958) stance, calculated to dissociate Homeric performance from oracular de-
livery, which he views strictly as ecstatic: “[La modalitd del dono della poesia] non riguarda, o
non riguarda soltanto, una forma o qualita, un grado o perfezione di essa forma, ma piu veramente
investe il contenuto del canto, la sua essenza, che & essenza di storia e di veritd” (p. 151). And
yet commenting on y 347-48 he does not oppose divine inspiration to Phemios’ self-description
as avtoddaxtog (p. 150), and even questions the propriety of deriving from this passage a self-
conscious distinction between form and substance (p. 152 n. 4). According to Lanata (1963) 13-14,
Phemios claims to be self-taught not in regard to “il contenuto del suo canto,” but to “I’arte, la
tecnica poetica con cui dar forma a quel contenuto che gli viene dall’alto.” Durante (1968) fol-
lows Setti, though with comparatively less nuance: “[D]er Dichter |[befolgt] die alte Theorie vom
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perspective of the oral tradition “the story’s the thing,” to use Lord’s (1985) 37 own
words; the audience gathers to hear a tale, and so the focus is not on the specific
wording. Though the bard does not set out to ‘memorize’ the story (in the mechan-
ical sense in which we today tend to think of memorizing), it is still true that, in
performance, he ‘remembers’ it. Hence his natural focus on the story’s actors and
actions, without implying an anachronistic opposition of form to substance.

But, reciprocally, this does not mean that, from the perspective of the insider
to the tradition, the particular words sung, with all their formal features—what we
might call their ‘poetic diction’—are indifferent. On the contrary, notionally they
are an oral quotation of the Muses’ own song, and thus they come with their divine
performative sanction: the song of the goddesses is the song of the poet. Recalling
that the additive style of oral epic tends to respect the limits of the verse-line by
making the syntactical and metrical periods coterminous, Nagy (1999a) 272 notes
that €rog refers to the hexameter line and, by extension, to a unit of poetic utterance;
and, consequently, such well known introductions as xal uwv pwvfoag €nca ntepdevta
mpoonOda, which the master narrator uses to punctuate the beginning of quoted
dialog, carry with them the notion of accuracy down to the minutest details of diction.
Indeed, the medium of Homeric poetry has developed performative conventions of
such a high degree of refinement, that formal features like correption may be found to
discriminate between the quoted £€nog of characters and the quoted &nog of the Muse
in plain narrative.’? Such a comprehensive accuracy of quoted speech requires the
song’s full correspondence to an original—only, here the original has a divine source,

a matter of the greatest moment, which implies in turn, as I shall demonstrate in

gottlichen Eingreifen . . . in Beschrinkung auf die Ubermittlung des Erzshlstoffes” (p. 263); “Folg-
lich beschrinkt sich die gottliche Beteiligung darauf, dem Sinn des Aoiden die Kenntnis der Fakten
einzufléfen” (p. 277). I can readily agree that the primary reference of olun (x 347; cf. 6 74 481) is
to what Lord calls the ‘story’, i.e., the sequence of themes that make up his singing (see immediately
below). Form is not explicitly in view, simply because the oral bard (at least in those stages of the
tradition where the poetry is most fluid) is not self-conscious about his formulaic diction. We are
still far here from the poet who conceptualizes his trade as the artful assembly of words painstakingly
arranged with an eye to the formal beauty of the whole. Not even Pindar’s &€ énéwv . . . 1éxToveg ola
oogol dpuocav (Pyth. 3.113-14) should be read thus. Such & are not individual words (we might
be tempted to think of his newly coined adjectives), but the archaic units of utterance: the language
is thoroughly traditional, as is the corresponding description, one that likely underlies the identity
of Homer as the one who assembles &nn together (6u- + dp-; cf. Nagy, 1999a, 297-300). Pindar’s
poetics, of course, are not those of archaic epic (witness, e.g., his very different use of uG6oc); but
his adherence to traditional motifs and language results in a sort of diachronic skewing not unlike
the one that shapes the self-reflection of Homeric poetics. (On diachronic skewing, see Nagy, 2003,
39-48.)
82(f. Kelly (1990), cited by Nagy (1999a) 272 §7n8.
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what follows, the notional fixity of the story.

1.2.3 The singer, instrument of the Muse

The epic singer, then, is seen here as the vehicle of the god; not a passive one, to be
sure, despite Plato’s strictures—which I take up below (p. 57)—but a vehicle all the
same, one that makes available in the here-and-now events that transpired long ago.
He transcends space and time, and the authority of the Muse or Apollo®® guarantees
the faithfulness of his re-performance of the tradition. As Vernant (1983) 75-81 and
Detienne (1996) have observed, in this particular capacity archaic poetry embodies
the ‘social memory’ of its oral culture. For this reason Mnemosyné is conceptualized as
the mother of the Muses in Hesiod’s Theogony 54, and in Chios the Muses themselves
were called Mveiat.®* Time and identity are here entwined, for identity is constructed
by the reenactment, again and again, of what is notionally fixed, and the recurrence
of sameness is the peculiar work of Memory. When the Muses supernaturally reenact
the heroic past in the moment of performance, they thrust the bard in medias res,
they grant him derived, but infallible, autopsy, so that the events take place in their

natural order before him.®® Hence, narrative time by and large simply reflects the

83 Apollo and the Muses are often joined together in poetry, e.g. in Hesiod’s Theogony 94-95:
€x Ydp tou Mouctwv xal Exnférov Anéiwvog || dvdpeg dowdol €aow ént yB6va xal xibaprotal. Cf.
A 6034, h. Herm. 450-52, h. Apoll. 189, Hes. Sc. 202-6, Pausanias 5.18.4, Strabo X.3 §10, Plato
Laws 653d, and Himer. Or. 62.7 (p. 226 Colonna). For Apollo as the povoayétac (or povonyéing
in Ionic) see Pindar fr. 94c M, IG XIL5 no. 893 (Tenos, II1/II BC), Milet 1.3 no. 42 (Kawerau and
Rehm, 1914, 145), and perhaps Sappho fr. 208 LP (apud Himerios). There is even a tradition,
ascribed to Eumelos (PEG fr. 17), that made the Muses Apollo’s daughters. Fr. 23 of the lyrica
adespota (PMG) features Apollo as the podoopyoc: onévduuev tale Mvépag rotoly Modoate || xal
@t povodpywt (tét) Aatolc uiel; and IG VIL.36 (Megara, aet. Aug.) gives him the epithet potoeioc.
Though the Muses receive cult in their own right, sometimes they are also associated with Apollo
(e.g., Paus. 8.32.2 and Sokolowski LSCG 180). See Farnell (1896-1909) 5.434-37. For a complex
triangulation of Apollo, the Muses, and the poet in the matter of inspiration in the Argonautica of
Apollonios of Rhodes, see Gonzalez (2000). For the poet as the Bepdnwv of the Muses and Apollo,
see Nagy (1999a) 289-308 (esp. 291f., 296f., and 305f.).

84Plu. Quaes. conv. IX.14.1 (743d): éviayoU 3¢ xal ndoag, donep év Xy, tdc Molooug pvelag
xadeioBar Aéyouow. Cf. Pindar Nem. 1.12: Moloa pepviodat @uiet.

85The structure of the Odyssey, it is true, is more elaborate than the Iliad’s, since two independent
but related thematic strands, the journey of Telemakhos and the return of Odysseus, are twined
together into one. But the manner of braiding still reflects the same simplicity of linear development
that characterizes the Iliad: not only do the events in each thread unfold in linear fashion, but
in their mutual relation they observe a type of archaic non-overlap, the so-called ‘Zielinski’s law’,
according to which actions are “related in sequence, as if the second were suspended while the first
was in progress” (Heubeck et al., 1988, 252). (The pictorial equivalent is the avoidance of overlap
in late geometric vases.)



Chapter 1 Invoking the Muses 35

straightforward sequence of events;* even similes often fail to interrupt its flow, and
when the narrator resumes the action, we discover that its progress has not been
suspended by the apparent aside.’

It is important to remember that the time transcended by the poet is not ‘histor-
ical’ time, i.e., his performance does not recover a chronology of events that stands
in continuity with contemporaneous history: he views the story, rather, in terms of
genesis, genealogies, and becoming;®® and though he may incorporate a logic of histor-
ical evolution—stages, races, epochs—the events remain in the otherwise inaccessible
past. Only a later mind-set that has left the archaic mold can concern itself with
fixing chronologically the time of the Trojan war or the date of Homer in relation to
some near-contemporaneous milestone.?® This is not to say that the events are not
thought of as ‘true’: insofar as poetry exorcizes the specter of oblivion, the danger of
forgetting, Mn, it is intrinsically dA#feiat, and both the archaic singer and his audi-

ence view the characters and the events narrated in the poetry as ‘factual’ and ‘real’,*!

86This ‘linearity’ does not preclude cross-referencing, by which a singer foreshadows a future
episode or offers his audience a flash-back to an earlier one. Such chronologically intricate thematic
ties can be forged entirely upon the dynamics of oral performance: viewing diachronically a song
culture for which a given poetic tradition constitutes a notional whole, a coherent aggregate, noth-
ing prevents a bard from making reference to previous performances by himself or a competitor.
Obviously, this strategy will only succeed if the earlier recitals on which he draws are memorable
enough for the audience to make the appropriate connections. Then, if the tradition is such that
it gradually drives the song to textual fixity, any surviving reference to other performances will be
synchronically perceived as cross-references from one episode to another. For more on the diachronic
and synchronic aspects of oral cross-referencing, see Nagy (2003) 7-19.

870 623-29 furnishes a convenient illustration: Hektor leaps on the battle throng of as a wave
falls on a ship. But the comparison does not stop here, for the sailors of the simile shudder in fear,
and their mental distress is then picked up by the narrative: ‘so were the hearts of the Akhaians
rent within their breasts’ (629). Cf. Edwards (1991) 28 and 32.

88Genesis emphasizes the (typically remote) origin of what is; genealogies, the connection of past
and present by lines of filiation; and becoming, concrete developments. There is no place here for
abstract historical process and forces or for objective chronological sequence.

89Cf. Wace and Stubbings (1962) 386.
90Ct. Nagy (1990c) 58-60, 66.

91For a comparative perspective, consider the statement by Demail above, p. 10. This was not the
only time when Parry noted the Yugoslav singers’ insistence on telling the story as they “heard it and
as things happen[ed],” i.e. just as the “heroes did their deeds.” A little later in that same interview
Nikola asks Pemail if a singer may lengthen his song if he finds his audience exceptionally attentive:
“D: He can [lengthen it] if he adds to it, but I do not like to listen to such a song. . . . N: In other
words, as far as you are concerned the song is the song, is that it? P: That’s it. . . . Even if it’s short,
let him sing it as it is. He shouldn’t add to it so that he stays there all night, when the events in
the story didn’t happen that way” (Lord, 1954, 1.240). Sulejman Maki¢ was similarly emphatic: “I
would sing [the song] just as I heard it, whatever was worthwhile; what’s the good of adding things
that didn’t happen. One must sing what one has heard and exactly as it happened. It isn’t good
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though they may remain mysterious, puzzling, and discontinuous if measured against
their own experience. But it is not the story that is judged in the light of experience,
but experience in the light of the story (often viewed as paradigmatic or archetypal),
and only when the mythical mentality gives way to critical distance are these terms
reversed and we find the tradition subjected to sceptical analysis. But this belongs
to a later era.”? Archaic poetry does not operate with a correspondence-theory of
truth: singing that is divinely authorized, i.e. ‘inspired poetry’, reenacts the past,
bestows on it ‘undying renown’, perpetuates it, preserves it from oblivion; and so, it
is tautologically true, necessarily accurate. Notionally, the story cannot be otherwise,
for the gods, themselves eye-witnesses, authorize and guarantee its re-performance;
because the hearers, thinking of it as fixed, demand a faithful delivery, feeling their
own connection to the story on terms that are themselves permanent, terms that
may be grounded either on unchanging ritual, on an aetiological appropriation of the
myth, or on the seasonally recurring performance occasion.

Pausanias 9.29 reports an old tradition from Askra, Hesiod’s own hometown, ac-

to change or to add. No sir” (Lord, 1954, 1.266). On the other hand, Avdo Mededovié, who was
most skillful with thematic expansion, expresses himself in a manner that is more self-consciously
receptive to the oral poetics of thematic expansion: “N: Kasum said that if two singers don’t sing
the same song alike, then it isn’t a true story. . .. A: Well, maybe one of them isn’t right, because
one of the two may not know the song exactly, and the other may know it better. Whichever is the
better is the true one. N: But how can you tell which is the better? A: If you've got two singers,
why, you can tell from the first third of the song which is the better. If a singer is any good, he
won’t borrow things from one song and put them in another” (Lord, 1954, 3.60; for ornamentation,
see 3.67 and 74). Southslavic oral poetry is by no means the only tradition on record as insisting
on high standards of ‘truth’. Stone (1988) 12-61 (esp. 12-13) explains how in the Woi epic of the
Kpelle people of Liberia there are three performance levels: an epic-framing meta-narrative level
that “helps establish and reassert the frame of epic as a style of performance” (p. 12); a narrative
level, which takes up the interaction between the characters; and a song level, with proverbial content
and invocations to the tutelary spirit that presides over the performance. The concern throughout
for high standards of notional veracity is remarkable. Thus the constant invocations at the song
level for clarity in the telling: “Ee, Maa-laa [ = the spirit] bring my voice. | Go, call the diviner
to come” (p. 16). Furthermore, Stone (1988) 13n3 observes how the protagonist, Woi, addresses
the narrator at the narrative level to bring him on the scene of the action; his design is to buttress
the narrator’s claims to autopsy and trustworthiness, claims that are often articulated in response
to concrete challenges by a questioner: “Qfuestioner/: Are you telling the truth? Nfarrator/: Very
close. Her stomach reached to the ocean. @: Were you near? N: Very close” (p. 17). Or again:
“@: Don’t lie to me here. N: Very close. Lying, I lie to you?” (p. 19); “@: Kulung, don’t lie to
me here. N: I'm not lying. @: They say you really lie” (p. 20). Though such an explicit register
for performer-audience interaction does not exist in Homeric poetry (the invocation of the Muse is
the only element that approaches it), this poetry, too, reflects an interest in veracity (albeit much
more implicit by comparison) through its sacral scheme of inspiration and the archaic hymnic ritual
framework of its performance (on which see further below, p. 47).

92Cf. Buxton (1999).
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cording to which the Muses were three in number.9 A rival to the nine Muses of
Thespiai—the city that since the third century BC organized the Boiotian festival of
the Movoeia—this variant had the misfortune of not being adopted into the Hesiodic
corpus and, having failed to receive Panhellenic status, it has largely remained a foot-
note in modern scholarship.?* And yet this tradition is presented as older than its
rival, and in all likelihood it is at least as old. For my purposes, however, what is
of particular interest are the names given to the Muses, MeAétn, Mviun, and Aowd?,
which constitute a transparent description of the poetic process. Mvfur, ‘Memory’,
corresponds to the underlying subject matter in its oral-traditional form, and promises
its preservation in song; Mehétn bespeaks the assiduous training and practice of the
bard, what William Race, in the case of Pindar, translates as ‘premeditation’; the
poet’s “craft and training ground” (apud Nagy, 1990c, 16); and Ao captures the
performance occasion, the moment of re-composition, for the song exists only in the
singing of the bard.% Meléty, in particular, confirms that the concept of divine influ-
ence and inspiration is compatible with the self-conscious training and exertion of the
singer’s own abilities.®® Here we must assume that, as with oral traditional poetries
the world over, the bard learned from other singers and his training probably took
place in the context of apprenticeship: this is the case in every sphere of professional
praxis, with every category of dnutovpyés. Greek poetry, however, is too competitive
to have the singer openly acknowledge his debt to a human master, and the only
evidence left of what must have been the pervasive educational model is the denial
by Phemios that he had been taught by another (y 344-49):%7

vouvoluat 6’, 'O8ucel: ol 8¢ u’ aideo xal w’ éAéncov.

a0Té ToL uetémiol’ dyog Eooetat, el xev doLdov

TPV, O¢ te Beolol xal avlpdnotow deldw.

avTod{daxtog 8’ elul, Heog 3¢ woL év peeaty oluag

navtolag Evépuoev: Eowxa 8¢ Tol mapaeldely

¢ te 0edd 16 Wi ue Mhaleo detpotoutioat.

Phemios’ plea emphasizes the sacred status of the singer: we have good reason to

believe that dnutovpyol were sacrosanct, that they enjoyed juridical immunity in their

93See also below, p. 66.
94Cf. van Groningen (1948).

91t may be, as van Groningen (1948) 290 observes, that this particular mythical tradition pri-
marily (or exclusively) regards epic poetry, for which &eidew is the technical performance term par
excellence.

96Cf. Murray (1981) 96-97.
97Cft. above, n. 81.
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itinerant travels,”® and it is certain that in Hellenistic times they had the protection of
Apollo through his Delphic oracle.” Phemios deserves aid¢g, even from the Baotielc,
because his solemn singing in cult and festival contexts makes him a sacred servant
of gods and men.'%’ The term adtod{daxtoc must, in my opinion, refer to the process
of training, a social reality that fails to receive the explicit recognition of the poetry,
to be sure, but must otherwise have been taken for granted by the audience.!®® What
our poems feel free rhetorically to acknowledge is the gods in the explicit position
of song-masters: Anuédox’, #£oya 8 oe Ppotdv aivilop’ &ndvrov: | § 6é ye Mobo’
8ddafe, A mdic, §| oé v’ Andhhwv (0 487-88; cf. Hes. Theog. 22-23). By professing
to be self-taught, Phemios repudiates any debt to a human master-singer, even as he
owns one to the god that exceeds the traditional bounds of divine involvement in the

genesis of epic song. Hence the verb guetw,'* which puts the emphasis on a process

98S0 Nagy (1989) 19 and Nagy (1990c) 56-57 (who adduces the parallel of the old Irish des cerd;
cf. Durante, 1968, 268). Such a status for the dowéc in early Greece is consistent with (and even
suggested by) the epithet Belog (X 604 « 336 5 17 9 43 47 87 539 etc.), an appellative, too, of heralds
(A 192 K 315) and rulers (8 621 691 = 335), similarly sacrosanct on account of their function.

99Cf. Ghiron-Bistagne (1976) 169-71. Concerning the itinerant actors she observes that “[i]l
leur restait cependant a résoudre une difficulté essentielle, dans la nécessité ou ils se trouvaient de se
déplacer constamment de ville en ville. . . . La situation, & cet égard, ne devait pas étre trés différente
dans la Gréce du Ve et IV® siecle.” In fact, such must have been the case since the eighth-century BC
‘renaissance’ and the establishment of the Olympic games and the Delphic oracle, the quintessential
Panhellenic institutions. For a fourth-century instance see Dem. On the Peace 6. For more on
juridical immunity see Aneziri (2003) 243-52 and the New Pauly s.vv. ‘asylia’ and ‘asylon’.

100Ct, Hes. Theog. 93-95: toln Mouadwy leph) 36oic dvBpdimotaw. | éx ydp To. Moucéwv xal Exnféiou
Andhwvog || dvdpec dowdol Eaotv énl xB6va xal xbapiotal. Although the benefit the poet confers on
the gods (Beolot . . . deldw, y 346) must be his celebrating their glory before men, we must not forget
that poetry at first was sprung from the gods and was created for their pleasure (cf. Hes. Theog. 40ff.
and h. Apoll. 18811.).

101Though this passage has attracted much commentary, most of it fails to make contextual sense.
The question that must be answered by any reading is how being a0t0d{axtoc may move Odysseus
to spare Phemios’ life. I understand it as a claim to a heightened degree of ‘supernatural’ involvement
in what is already a sacral context. Dougherty (1991) applies the term to the bard’s ability to suit
his song to the occasion of his performance. (This is essentially the view of Ferndndez-Galiano in
Russo et al., 1992, 279-80.) Surely any process of apprenticeship would seek to develop this skill,
and, to this degree, being self-taught would imply that this, too, he does not owe to another singer.
But I fail to see why, from the insider’s perspective, this facet of the singer’s trade would be seen
to contrast (as Dougherty, 1991, 94 claims) with the “traditional element of oral poetry”; nor why
it should be read as a reference to “innovat|ing] within the tradition” (p. 95), or even why such a
rationale may serve as a plea for sparing his life. The verb napae(dewv 4+ dat. must mean ‘to sing in
someone’s service’, just as napoaylyvouor means ‘to be in attendance upon’ (p 173) and napadpde ‘to
do work in attendance upon, to serve’ (o 324). The unusual personal construction with #ouwa must
mean ‘I am well suited to sing in your service as in the service of a god’ (cf. Hes. Theog. 91 and
6 173). For more on this passage, see Bakker (1997) 137-38 and Grandolini (1996) 159-64.

102As Setti (1958) 150 claims, the following clause at y 347—48 must be read as explicating the
claim the precedes it (cf. Thalmann, 1984, 126-27). I cannot, however, agree with his dichotomy of
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of growth for the poetry,'® almost certainly not during a given performance, but in
the course of the poet’s life: in other words, it is the conceptual equivalent of a course
of apprenticeship. Phemios would be saying, in effect: ‘God, who has implanted
within me song-threads of every sort, has so distinguished me with his favor that I
have never depended on a human master; instead, I have learned my trade by myself,

solely with divine assistance.’

1.3 Mantic poetry

1.3.1 Hesiod’s Dichterweihe

Hesiod’s Dichterweihe (Theog. 22—-34) offers an alternative to the Homeric invocation
of the Muses:

al v6 106’ "Holodov xalfyv é8idalay doldhy,

dpvag motuaivovd’ ‘Elxévog Uno {abéoto.

T6vde O¢ e mpdtiota Beal mpog ubbov Eetnoy,
MoUoat 'OAvumiddeg, xolpar Awog alydyolo
Towéveg dypavlot, xdx’ éNéyyea, yaotépeg olov,
WBuev Peddea moAAd Aéyew Etduolow duola,

WBuev 8§ €07’ e0éhwuev dnbéa ynpvoachar.

&g Epaoav xoTpat yeydiou Awdg dptiéneial,

xal you oxfintpov €dov Sdvne Eptinhéog &Lov
dpédacat, Ormtédv: Evénvevoay 3¢ oL aLdny
Béamy, va ahelout td T’ Eoodueva mpd T’ Edvta,
xol W éxélovl’ ODuvely uaxdpwy vévog alev Edvtwy,
odc &' alTdg np@Téy te xal Uotatov ailey deldety.

Here the Muses call the shepherd Hesiod to celebrate in song “past and future things,”
endowing him for this purpose with the gift of ‘divine voice’, a voice (a0d14) qualified
by the adjective Béomic I have already examined (see above, p. 26). Just as with
Demodokos (6 481 488), his initiation can be described as the Muses ‘teaching’ him
beautiful singing (xaAiv dowdrv for xaréc deidewv). In the WD 659 the same event

the self-taught singer, who composes his own repertoire, vis-a-vis the apprenticed one, who learns
and reproduces with only minor variations that of his masters. Such a view misreads the rhetoric
of Phemios’ plea in terms of much later canons of individual originality. (Note, in particular,
Dougherty’s, 1991, 98 criticism of the notion of ‘another poet’s song’.)

10301'“1], which some have related to efut, is rather to be connected with *soim-, a root with the
meaning ‘thread’. Cf. Durante (1968) 276-77 and DELG s.vv. iydc and olun. See, further, Nagy
(1996b) 63-64.
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receives the wording pe . . . Aiyupfic énéPnoav dowdfs, ‘[the Muses] set me on the
path of clear song’: gmfBaive with the genitive of the sphere of expertise recalls the
language in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, where Hermes’ attaining to his due rights,
his polpa or Ty, is expressed as xdyd tiic doing émBricopat fig tep AnéMwv (173).
Important to my argument here is the strong accent on the divine origin of Hesiod’s
poetic voice and song, and that his purview, just as a seer’s, is the past and the future.
I will comment further below (p. 43) on this all encompassing temporal horizon; for
now, I should note that Hesiod’s initiation casts him in the role of a poet-seer, just as
Homer’s persona better corresponds to the prophet. The oxfintpov Hesiod receives
(perhaps to replace a shepherd’s crook that goes unmentioned) places him in regards
to authoritative speaking in the same category as kings (Z 159; cf. A 279 B 86 etc.),
priests (A 15 28), seers (A 91), and heralds (H 277), and assimilates him to a rhapsode
who performs staff in hand.

To understand the distinction between the pdvtic and the npopitng, the locus
classicus is Plato’s Timaios 71c—72b:!% here pavtixd is specifically tied to ecstasy,
évBouotaouéde, which the philosopher, with his usual tendentiousness, calls foolishness
(dppootvn) and disease (v6oog). But—and this is the key distinction—if udvteig are
the vehicles of inspired sight, the mpogfitaw are appointed to ‘interpret’ them, i.e., to
sit as judges, xpital, over their meaning. “Some,” Plato goes on, “call them pdvrelg,
being blind to the fact that they are Umoxpital of visions and riddling utterances,
not pdvtewg, and that the most correct label for them would be npogfitar of the
utterances of the pwdvtec.”!® As Nagy (1989) 26 remarks, the semantic connection

1040euvnuévol yap tic 100 motpdg EmoTohdic ol cusThoaveg Hudc, Bt TO BvnTov EréoTeNNeY Yévog
b dptotov elg Sovapty Totely, oltw 87 xatopbolvteg xal & pathov Audv, tva dAnbelug Ty tpocdrtorto,
xatéotnoay €v 1001w To uavtelov. ixavov 8¢ onuelov bg poavTudv dppooivy Oedg dvBpwnivy 3ESwxev:
o0Belc yap Evvoug Epdmtetar UavTixiic €vBéou xal dAnbolc, &AM i} xab’ Umvov Ty g gpoviiceng
nednfelc SUvauwy 7 & véoov, #) dtd Tva évbouclaouoy mapahAdEag. GAAL cuvvofical UEV EUQEOVOS
T4 e pnbévta dvapvnobévta Svap #) map Ond the waviixic te xal évboustactixiic pioeng, xal Soa
av gavtdouata o0@bf), mdvta Aoyioud diehéoBar &y L onuaiver xol 6t péAhovtog #) mapehbdvtog
7} mapévtog xaxoG 7} dyabol: 1ol 3¢ pavévtog €Tt te év 00T pévovtog olx Epyov Td Qavévta xal
pwvnBévta U’ Eautol xpivewy, dAN’ €0 xal mdAhal Aéyetan 1O mpdTTEY ol yv@val td te adTol xal
EqUTOV 0OPpovL WbV Tpoofixey. 8Bev O xat 10 THV mpopnTAV Yévog Ent Talg évOéolg uavtelatg
xprrde Emxabiotdvar véuog: ol udvtee adtode dvoudlovaly Twveg, O mdv Ayvonxdtes O6TL Tiic
3 adviyudv obtor @Aune xatl gavidoewe Ooxprtal, xat oltt HAVTELS, TPOQfiTal O& UOVTEUOUEVWY
duandrata OvoudLowt’ &v ( Timaios 71d5-72b5)

105A similar distinction seems to have been drawn at an early stage in Jewish religion. So,
1 Samuel 9.9 records the following parenthetical remark: “Formerly in Israel, when a man went
to inquire of God, he used to say, ‘Come, and let us go to the seer’: for he who is called a prophet
now was formerly called a seer.” The word for seer is the participle roeh, from rad, ‘to see, to
perceive, to understand’. And though the verb is often used for the visual nature of theophanies,
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between pdvtic and pavia holds at the etymological level, both deriving from the root
*men- (poavio < *mn-iehs); but what in the classical era denoted an altered mental
state was, diachronically speaking, only a marked meaning of the same family that
gives us the Latin mens; this suggests the possibility that at an early stage udvtig did
not connote the furor of ecstasy, but was rather cognate with the mental state denoted
by formations with *mné- (‘have in mind, remember, mention, remind’), which is but
an extended form, *mneh,-, of *mne-. In fact, though some still contest this, the
word Muse itself in all likelihood should be traced to the same root in its o-grade,
*mon-: woUca < *mon-tua or *mon-tja.'®® We would expect, then, to find traces in
the literature of ancient Greece of that undifferentiated usage which employed pdvtig
and mpogrtng interchangeably, and which cast the poet, moreover, in a role such that
the primeval unity of oracular speech and poetic utterance under the figure of the
poet-seer might be discernible. This is, indeed, what happens, as we shall see below
(see p. 62).

1.3.2 Revealing the song

For now, it is important to underscore the implications of this unity for the nature of

the oral tradition. I have in mind here a function of epic poetry that in another work

dreams, and visions, there is no evidence that the ‘seer’ himself obtained knowledge of divine secrets
through visions or dreams. The word for prophet, nabi, has been variously connected to naba; ‘to
bubble forth’ (suggesting ecstatic behavior), to b4} ‘to enter’ (suggesting possession), to the Arabic
root that means ‘to announce’ (suggesting herald), and to the Akkadian for ‘to speak, to proclaim’;
still others have taken it as passive for ‘one called by God’. (The title nabd, perhaps ‘diviner’, is
now attested in the Mari texts.) The great disparity in the etymologies discourages our relying on
them and recommends, rather, that we look at the internal evidence of the Hebrew scriptures for
a proper understanding of the word. There, though the context may occasionally hint at ecstatic
behavior, the great majority of instances denote proclamation, authoritative public speaking. So,
Exodus 6.29-7.2: “[T]he Lord spoke to Moses, saying, ‘I am the Lord; speak to Pharaoh king of
Egypt all that I speak to you.” But Moses said before the Lord, ‘Behold, I am unskilled in speech:
how then will Pharaoh listen to me?’ Then the Lord said to Moses, ‘See, I make you as God to
Pharaoh, and your brother Aaron shall be your prophet. You shall speak all that I command you,
and your brother Aaron shall speak to Pharaoh.” Ultimately, what is of greater interest to my
argument is that, just as with udvtic and npoghtne, regardless of the etymological distinction in em-
phasis between roeh and nabi, 1 Samuel 9.9 seems to make them interchangeable at an early stage,
stating that only later, presumably after the former had become specialized, did the latter take over
the generic meaning they had both once shared. The LXX usually preserves the etymological force
of ra‘eh, rendering it by 6 Brénwv (Regn. I 1:9,11,18, 9:18; Par. I 9:22) or 6 6pdv (Is. 30:10) [or
even ¥dete, ‘behold’, at Regn. II 15:27]; but npogfitng is also used on three occasions (Par. I 26:28;
Par. 1116:7,10). nabi, on the other hand, is always translated npogfitne. The word udvri is reserved
for qasam, ‘to divine’, a practice that was despised and outlawed in Israel. (Balaam, e.g., is called
mantis in Jos. 13:22.)

106Cf, Watkins (2000) 54 s.v. ‘men-’.
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I have called ‘revelatory’, in that the singer acts as a vehicle for the divine message,
conveyed to his audience by the inspiring divinity.1%” We, as modern readers, tend not
to think of epic narrative in this sense: we are more attuned to its literary qualities as
fictional poetry; but it takes an anthropological perspective to realize that its social
function and repercussions are more profound. When the singer is viewed from this
particular perspective, his role has been called sacred and his speech religious, magic,
or sacral.!® Underlying this anthropological construction is the bard’s access to the
divine will—I might even say to the divine mind—and his kerygmatic and explanatory
mediating role as xfipu€ and npogntng. This traditional reflex is so pronounced that,
even at the much later and largely conventional stage of Hellenistic poetry, Apollonios
of Rhodes, too, builds on it by explicitly including Apollo with the Muses and the poet
in a triangle of mediated inspiration, invoking the goddesses in an openly hermeneutic
role as Omog¥topeg of Apollo.’*

In Greek thought the ‘revelation’ effected by oracular speech is not ordinary
‘speaking’, Aéyewv, but, as Herakleitos famously noted, ‘the giving of signs’, onuai-

! are strongly associ-

vew. 1% But ofjuaza, especially in the context of divine omens,!?
ated with vision—even inner vision!!2—and this serves to motivate the official title,
Oewpde, for an envoy sent to consult an oracle. Etymology suggests that a Oewpde
is one sent to observe a sight or spectacle, *0ed-popéc (cf. DELG s.v.), and indeed
it can mean ‘spectator’. Its connection with oracular consultation not only confirms
the visual quality of the oracle’s onuaivew, but it also underlines the fixed character
of prophetic revelation: the oracular answer must not be changed; the fewpdc must
scrupulously guard its accuracy and deliver it just as he received it. And so, Theog-
nis warns: “An envoy (&vip Bewpdc) sent to Delphi, Kyrnos, must take care to be
straighter (ed80tepoc) than square or rule or lathe, that man to whom the priestess

of the god, making her oracular response, indicates (onu#vn) the sacred utterance

107Gonz4lez (2000) 276. Cf. Grandolini (1996) 29 (ad A 1): “La poesia, percid, & presentata quale
rivelazione da parte della divinita, qui indicata con il termine 6¢4.”

108Cf. Detienne (1996) 43.

109Cf. Gonzélez (2000).

H0% gvaE, 00 10 pavieiév ot 1o év Aehgoic, olite Méyet olte xplmteL GARY onuaiver (DK 22 B93
= fr. 14 Marcovich, apud Plu. De Pyth. or. 404d). As Fontenrose (1978) 238 writes, this is not a
reference to oracular ambiguity, at least in the context of Plutarch’s argument, but an emphatic
assertion of the instrumentality of the Pythia and its consequences.

1B 308 353 A 381 I 236 ¢ 413 with gaivew; © 171 with tifnuy; N 244 with debxvupy; X 30 with
tetuxtan (= éotl).

112Brugmann suggested that ofjua was cognate with the Skr. dhya-man, ‘thought’. Cf. DELG s.v.
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(6ppn) from out the wealthy shrine. You could neither find a cure if you add [to it}
nor could you escape fault in the eyes of the gods if you take away.” 113

The orientation of the epic poet towards the past is no hindrance to his prophetic
character. Hesiod, because of his mantic status,''* was granted by the Muses the
gift of song about things past, present, and future (Theog. 32, 38).}1° In practice,
however, even he kept his focus generally on the past, though, to be sure, he did
sing predictively in WD 176-201. Reciprocally, though oracular inquiries most of-
ten involved future concerns, questions about the past, usually about the identity of
someone’s parents or the cause of some present affliction, were by no means unexam-
pled.!!® We have, moreover, the well known and puzzling statement by Epimenidés
(apud Aristot. Rhetoric I111.17.10) that “the past is known already, even by manteis”;
“for [Epimenidés] used to divine not the future, but only about past and obscure
matters,” the philosopher adds by way of explanation.!'” However we interpret this
quotation (which, if sarcastic, squares poorly with the seer’s own practice),!® it is
clear that oracular speech could engage the past just as well as the future. But
not only with regard to their temporal orientation (their varying emphases notwith-
standing) do epic and oracular poetry show a certain affinity; the oracular valence
of Homeric poetry, its unfolding of the divine will, is similarly explicit in the diction
of the poet. Thus, when at Odysseus’ urging Demodokos strikes up his song, the
poet tells us that he ‘revealed his song’, gaive &’ dowdnv (6 499). gaive and @nui, of
course, can be traced to the same root, *behy- (DELG s.vv.), and this suggests the

semantic development ‘to shine’ — ‘to make bright’ — ‘to make clear’ — ‘to say’

113West’s (1993) 71 translation, mod. tépvou xai otdfunc xal yvéuovog &vdpa Bewpdv || e0BGTEPOV
xeh (E)uev, Kopve, uiacaduevoy, || drrwvl xev ITuBiwe Beol yprioao’ tépeta | dpghv onufvnt wlovog
€€ adVtou | olte TL Ydp mpoohels oUdEY »’ Ett pdpuaxov elpolg, | 00d’ dperdv Tpdg Bedv dumhaxiny
TpogUyots (805-10 West). ‘

114The mantic quality of Hesiodic poetry is to be contrasted, as noted above (p. 40), with the
prophetic character of Homer epic.

115West (1966) 166: “The phrase expresses the close connection between poetry and prophecy
which is widespread in early literature. In the absence of written records, the ability to see into the
distant past is no less marvellous than the ability to see into the future, and there is no reason for
a sharp distinction between the two. Neither is possible without some form of divine revelation.”

H16Cf. Fontenrose (1978) 17-18, whose D2 category concerns “extraordinary and obscure statements
of past or present fact.” The corresponding frequency table for “legendary and historical responses”
can be found on p. 21; for “quasi-historical responses,” on p. 45.

1730 yeyovée, 8 Emiotntdv #dn xal tolg pévieow, Gg Epn Enpevidne 6 Kphe (Exeivog ydp epl tév
EC0UEVWY 0UX EUAVTEVETO, GAAY Tepl TRV YEYOVOTWY MV ddRAwv B¢) 1418a23-26.

118Cf. Cope (1877) 3.203 and DK 3 B4.
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(LIV? 68-70).11° It is not a coincidence that the word chosen is closely related to the
manifestation of signs (¢ 67 v 114) or divine epiphanies (E 866 T 131). Where used,
as here, for a statement, it underlines the marked character of the utterance, whether
emphatic (Z 127) or of great significance to the plot (X 295). Hence, in terms of the
archaic poetics of the passage, the song presents itself as the semantic equivalent of
an oracular pronouncement. This suits the rhetoric of Odysseus’ challenge: ai xev 8%
ot tadta xatd wolpay xatohé€ng, | adtixa xal ndow pubficopar avBpdnowow, || dg
dpa ToL MpdPpwy Bedg drooe Béomv dowdhv (6 496-98); it also complements the ex-
plicit hymnic framework in which the bard delivers his song: 6 & o6punfelc 6eod
Hexeto (6 499).

1.3.3 The divine will

Indeed, we should not be surprised at the emphasis on the revelatory character of
the song, a fact that has obvious implications for the worldview that informs epic
performance and, consequently, for the notional fixity of the poetry. The poems
present themselves as the outworking of the divine will, which without the bard’s song
would remain at best opaque. This is most emphatically expressed in the opening
lines of the Iliad, where the anger of Akhilleus and the subsequent death of many
heroes is summarized by Awg & ételeleto Poulq (A 5). One might think this a
proleptic reference to Zeus’ favorable answer to the request Thetis makes on behalf
of her son. But fr. 1 of the Kypria'?® reveals that, at least in other epic traditions
(if not in the Iliadic one itself), Zeus was directly and personally responsible for the
Trojan war, which he devised as a strategy to lessen the earth’s overpopulation;'?!
significantly, the Kypria expresses the outcome by the phrase fipweg xtetvovto, Awwg &’
gteAeieto Bouly|. The plot of Zeus’ conspiracy thickens with Proklos’ summary, which
adds that Zeus involved Themis in his planning. Whatever the possible diachronic

developments within, and disagreements between, the traditions that informed the

1191t is traditional for lexica to offer two entries for *b'ehy- (or *bha-), one for ‘to shine’ and the
other for ‘to speak’ (cf. Watkins, 2000, s.v. bha-); this does not necessarily mean that the primitive
identity of the two roots is being denied. Concerning ¢¥un note that it, too, is marked speech, viz.
‘a word of omen’ (8 35 v 100 105; cf. y 376 and Plat. Timaios 72b3).

1208y &e pupta pBha xatd xB6vo Thalduey’ alet || (GvBpdmwv éniele) Bapuotépvou Thdtoc alng, || Zeve
3¢ 1dlv EAénae xal év muxwvaic tpanideoot | xouploat dvBpdnwy tapuPdropa obvbeto yaiay, | punicoog
TOAEMOL peYdAny Epwv Thuaxolo, || Sppa xevdoeiey Bavdtwt Bdpoc. ol 8’ évi Tpoint || fpwee xtetvovto,
Awg ¥’ étedeieto Bouhd. (I follow Bernabé’s edition.)

121Cf. West (1997) 480-82 and Burgess (2001) 245n59.




Chapter 1 Mantic poetry 45

Kypria and our present-day Iliad, three factors lead me to consider it reasonably
certain that, notionally speaking, the poetry of the Iliad'?? was viewed by its audience
from beginning to end as the explication of Zeus’ will: first, the unity conveyed by the
metaphor of an epic x0xhog, whose authorship, at an early stage, was ascribed solely
to Homer;'?® second, the shared thematic and formulaic echoes just noted; and third,
the frequent ascription to Zeus'?* of responsibility for the war. The same can be
said of the Odyssey.'?® Contributing further to the revelatory character of Homeric

12214 is interesting that the debate whether A 5 and fr. 1.7 of the Kypria referred to the same iotopla
(to use the ancient term) is already joined by the Homeric scholia. Thus, Aristarkhos reportedly
construed verse five with the immediately following €& o0 87 t& np&ta, so as to rule out a preexisting
divine animus against the Akhaians and reject the ‘fabrications’ of the neoteroi. Hellenistic scholars,
of course, called neoteroi all poets chronologically later than Homer, and would therefore have
numbered among them anyone associated with the Cycle. Consequently, Aristarkhos is rejecting a
thematic connection between the Bouli, Aiéc in the Iliad and in the Kypria. The D scholia (in the
Venetus A ad loc.) fills in the picture: &\\ot 8¢ dno lotoplag Tvoc elnov elpnévar tov “Ounpov. oot
y&p v Yiiv Bopouuévny Ond avBpdrwy moAumnbelag, undeuds dvlpdnwy oliong eboefelag, aitfioat
Tov Ala xougloffiva o0 dybouc. tov 3¢ Ala, mpdtov uev VBl notfjoar tov OnBaixov néeuov,
3’ 00 moAhotg mdvu dndrecey. Yotepov 8¢ mdAw ouuPolle 6 Mduw xenoduevog, v Awdg Bouliy
“Ounpde gnotv, Enewdd) olbe te fv xepauvoic 7 xatoxhvoyols ndvtag dtaglelpetv, dnep T00 Mdduou
xwhboovtog, nobBeuévou 8¢ adtd Yvduog 30o, thy OLtdoc Bvntoyautay, xal Buyateds xaAiyv yévvay,
g€ Ov dugpotépwv néiepoc "EXnol t€ xal BopBdpoic éyéveto, dg’ ol ouvéPn xougiobijvar thv vy,
TOMGY dvarpeBéviwy. 1) Ot lotopla mapd XLtactve @ & Konpta neromnxdtt. . . . xob t& pgv mapd tolg
vewTtépolg lotopodueva mepl the o0 Awdg Boulric, éott téde. (This text is conveniently included by
Bernabé as item I in his first apparatus to fr. 1 of the Kypria, pp. 43-44.) We need not assume,
however, that the oral tradition faced the hearer with a dichotomy of mutually exclusive options.
As Burgess (2001) 149-50 observes, “it is best to suppose that the reference to the plan of Zeus at
Iliad 1.5 can suggest both the Iliadic and Cyclic manifestations of this phrase, not just one or the
* other” (cf. also his n. 61, p. 246). In other words, we should not assume that the Kypria ‘copied’
a fixed Iliad or vice versa: the relationship between them was one of oral traditions interacting
through recurrent performances in the minds and repertories of individual singers. One should not
rule out the possibility that the audience or their bard may have interpreted A 5 in the light of what
we now consider cyclic themes.

123 As Pfeiffer (1968) 1.73 rightly observes, Aristot. Soph. el. 171a10-11 implies that the Homeric
authorship of the Epic Cycle was still widely received even in his time (his own stance against it
notwithstanding). Furthermore, Nagy (1996a) 38, 89-90 has convincingly argued that the ‘circle of
poetry’ is a metaphor (natural to Indoeuropean poetics) of a perfect (notional) whole, of a tradition
of poetry viewed as a superb composite artifact, whose individual parts are masterfully fitted together
by the wordsmith-poet. The archetypal &o3é¢ (once the cause for the notional fixity of the tradition
was transferred from the divine to the human realm of individual authorship) is none other than
“Ou-npoc, i.e. ‘Mr. Com-poser’ (see above, n. 81). For the ancient attribution of the Cycle to Homer
see Nagy (1990c) 78 and Burgess (2001) 129-30.

1247 78 P 321 T 86-88 o 348 6 82; cf. 6 579-80.

125The case of the Odyssey requires some elaboration since, on its face, Zeus appears to deny any
responsibility in the famous concilium of the first book. And the words ogfiowv dracBahinow (« 34)
transparently picks up on the ogetépnotv dtacharinow drovto of o 7. And, as Maehler (1963) 23
notes, there is a sense in which the emphasis on the blind folly of Odysseus’ companions not only
reflects a keen interest to exculpate the hero (and generally a focus on personal guilt, cf. ¢ 67), but
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poetry are its many connections to oracles, prophecies, dreams, and omens.'?6 I

might mention, e.g., the omen at Aulis (B 303-30); Kalkhas’ prophecy (A 92-100);
the intimation of Philoktetes’ return (B 724); the prediction of Akhilleus’ death by
his horse Xanthos (T 415-17); the famous and puzzling Delphic yenoudc about the
future strife between Odysseus and Akhilleus (6 79-80); the self-interpreting dream-
omen of Penelope (t 535-53); the visionary outburst of Theoklymenos (v 351-57); and
Teiresias’ prophecy about Odysseus and the oar (A 119-30). Here, again, Apollonios of
Rhodes proved his refined sense of inherited epic conventions by highlighting Apollo’s

also suggests a contrast in emphasis with the Iliadic tradition, with its foregrounding of the will of
Zeus. But matters are more complicated than it appears at first, for after Odysseus escapes from
Polyphemos and offers the ram to Zeus in thanksgiving, we learn that “Zeus was contriving how
my well-benched ships and my trusty comrades might perish” (. 554-55). Scholars have seen in
this doubling of the anger of Poseidon signs of a reworking of two independent traditions that made
the wrath of only one of the two gods the ‘divine narrative engine’ of Odysseus’ many adventures.
However we account for Zeus’ refusal to heed the offering and conceive of it in relation to Poseidon
(and here it is hard to deny there is a coincidence of purpose), to say that “there is no question here
of Zeus being hostile” and add that “[hje must let events take their course in accordance with Moira”
(so Heubeck in Russo et al., 1992, 41) seems to me inadequate and to fly in the face of the text.
Add to this the words of Teiresias, who promises deliverance to the hero and his comrades despite
Poseidon’s anger, if they do not harm the cattle of Helios; otherwise, only Odysseus shall come
home, late and in someone else’s ship, and find trouble in his house (A 114-15). The seer’s words
(6t xaxde velar, dhéoog dno mdvtag Etalpous, | vndg én’ dAhotping: dhewg & év miuata olxe) are an
oral quotation of Polyphemos’ own curse (8¢ xaxidc #AfoL, 6Aéoag dno ndvtag Etalpoug, || vnog En’
d\hotplng, ebpot & &v mhuata olxwy, L 534-35), and hence it would seem that it is still in Odysseus’
power to escape the wrath of Poseidon if only he and his men avoid harm to the flock of Helios:
there is no talk here of Moira, as would be natural—were the necessity of fate really in view—in the
mouth of a seer who proceeds, in fact, to prophesy about the manner of Odysseus’ death. One could
counter with narrative necessity: that the hero must arrive late, find his palace overrun by suitors,
slay them, etc. I agree. But this answer misses the point of my argument, which is that from within
the logic of the story (call it the narrative or theological framework), some ascribe responsibility
for the unfolding plot to Poseidon alone, whereas, in my view, 1 554-55 and the words of Teiresias
suggest that Odysseus is not bound by some moira to which Zeus yields, but that it is Zeus himself
who secures the fulfillment of the Kyklops’ curse (with the obvious concurrence of Poseidon). The
events on Thrinakia confirm this reading, for Zeus’ unfavorable wind there (u 313 325-26) is the
ultimate cause of the men’s sacrilege: they are driven by desperation, and even in their transgression
they take care to be as inoffensive as possible; and Odysseus is overtaken by a protective sleep sent
to prevent his hindering his men or sharing in their deed (u 338 371-73). Furthermore, Zeus is
emphatically instrumental in carrying out Helios’ punishment and destroying the ship (u 387-88).
Neither must we forget that Zeus was also responsible for the onset of Odysseus’ adventures (v 67).
For a forceful defense of the priority of Zeus’ will in the Odyssey, presiding over the opposition of
Athena to Poseidon, see Reinhardt (1996): “If the world experience of the Iliad is the result of a
battle in which Zeus remains victorious despite setbacks, then the fates of the Odyssey are decided
by a game of opposing and yielding, which leaves Zeus as the one on top, the one to whose will all
the other gods submit” (p. 87).

126Cf. Nagy (2003) 27 and 21-38 passim.
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prophecy (pdtig, 1.5) as the trigger to the plot of his Argonautica.'?’

Accustomed, as we are, to thinking about the constraints of genres (their ob-
servance, violations, and modifications) primarily within a self-referential framework
of literary conventions—a sort of ahistorical ‘New Criticism’—we must make an ef-
fort here to recover all the social dimensions attendant on this poetry, especially
the religious ones. The invocation of the divinity is still, in this period, fraught with
sacral meaning: the Panhellenic nature of the poetry, its strong tendency to eliminate
any details tied to local cult and to stylize any remaining instances of prayers and
sacrifices, makes the archaic ritual context of Homeric performance very difficult to
recover.!?® But here, the practice of using hymns (e.g. the so-called Homeric hymns)
as npootyta? to the larger poems (in whatever stage of compositional development

and textual fixity) attests to the religious character of the singing of the bard.!3

127Cf. Gonzélez (2000) 278-79. The prophecy is otherwise known from Pind. Pyth. 4.71-78 and
Pherekydes (FGH 3F105).

128For a succinct statement and analysis of this phenomenon see Nagy (1990c) 143n40. Some critics
even deny Homeric poetry and its performance any connection at all to cult or ritual. But cf. Nagy
(1990b) 10-12.

129For a look at poetics of mpooiua see Koller (1956). Cf. Nagy (1990c) 353-60 and Nagy
(1996b) 62-64.

130Tt is currently fashionable to deny a cultic dimension to the Homeric hymns. A recent survey of
Greek ‘cult songs’ tersely dismisses them “partly because they are not cult hymns in any real sense”
(Furley and Bremer, 2001, 1.43). Strictly speaking, it is not clear that they are also being denied
a religious dimension, for the same writers oppose their genre (which they call ‘rhapsodic’) to “all
the other genres of religious hymns” (ébid. 1.42, my emphasis), thereby apparently conceding that
the Homeric hymns, too, are in some sense ‘religious’. A distinction between ‘religious’ and ‘cultic’
during the archaic and classical periods, however, is problematic and calls for careful elucidation.
But in the section devoted to the Homeric hymns Furley and Bremer wield it without adequate
scholarly nuance. If the key difference is the setting and peculiar manner of a hymn’s performance,
when it comes to the Homeric hymns the treatment by Furley and Bremer fails to address this
matter, content with a cursory mention of “rhapsodic competitions at the pan-Hellenic centres” and
possibly also “more informal recitations of epic at banquets, for example” (ibid. 1.43). The reader
who wants to understand the distinction between cult and religious songs looks in vain for guidance
in the section devoted to ‘cult song’ (Furley and Bremer, 2001, 1.14-20): terms that are just as
problematic—religious ceremonial, cult images, religious adoration, gifts and offerings, melody and
rhythm, epiphanies, congregational singing, etc.—are massed to paint a composite picture that does
not fully apply to any one of the hymnic categories selected for treatment. What makes a song a
‘cult hymn’? Do we need melody, or is recitation sufficient? Must it be accompanied by dancing?
To what degree must its composition, its content, its tone be public? Must it address the divinity
directly and must it do so corporately as ‘we’? Or is a choral ‘I’ sufficient? Does the corporate
appropriation of an individual hymn (whose original authorial ‘I’ was not choral) suffice to make
it a cult song? Can we tell when this has happened? Must the ‘Du-Stil’ predominate over the
‘Er-Stil’? Why? Must performance take place in the context of a public sacrifice? Questions like
these can be multiplied sine fine. I do not mean to imply that they should not be posed or that
satisfying answers cannot be offered. But it is wrong simply to dismiss the Homeric hymns because
they are not ‘cult hymns’, without a careful account of the rationale followed. In fact, Furley and
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A typical mpootyov takes the form of a dialogue of sorts: first, the bard addresses
himself to the god, beseeching his aid and favor as he presides over the performance
(and often celebrating his twwai and deeds seriatim); the Muse, in turn, replies with
her song, which in the mouth of the bard becomes his own song and message to his
audience. The Odyssey itself provides illustrations of the use of preludes. Indeed, the
verb avafdiAew, as noted,'3! refers to the bard ‘striking up’ his song (o 155 6 266
o 262); there is also one explicit instance of a hymnic invocation: 6 8’ 6punfeic Oeol
Hexeto (6 499). Such preambles are further documented by Pindar (Nem. 2.3) and
Thoukydides (3.104.4), and though neither the Iliad nor the Odyssey have come down
to us accompanied by any one particular npoolutov, Krates of Mallos knew of a copy
of the former poem that included a prelude to Apollo and the Muses. The Theogony
and the Works and Days do open with respective hymns to the Muses and Zeus,
though a copy of the WD without its first ten lines was shown to Pausanias on his
visit to Mount Helikon (9.31.4).132 In fact, the entire Theogony could be considered a
hymn to Zeus, even as it contains both a npoolutov to the Muses (1-115) and, within
the same, a micro-hymn to Zeus (71-75).

The religious mindset (I might say piety) that must have pervaded the performance
of Homeric epic at its earliest stages need not mean, of course, that there were no
other facets to this poetry. Thus, e.g., to mention only one that is amply attested,
it was also supposed to delight the audience: ufitep eun, Tt t° dpa @Oovéelg Epinpov
&owdov || tépnewy Enny ot véog pvutar; ob vO T dowol (o 346-47; cf. § 44-45 and Hes.
Theog. 55, 98-103). But even in regards to the pleasure of poetic performance do the
gods receive notional priority:'® t6vn, Movodwv dpydueda, tal Au natpl | duveloor
tépnovot Yéyav véov évtog ‘Ordunov (Hes. Theog. 37-38); abtixa 8’ dbavdtotol péhet

xlBapic xal dowdy. || Moboar pév 6’ &ua ndoat duetBéuevar ot xerf) | Ouveloly pa

Bremer (2001) 43 themselves list two reasons to resist marginalizing them: cult hymns are not a
homogeneous body to begin with, showing significant disparity according to individual cult and
genre; and the emphasis on ‘objective narrative’ (i.e. ‘Er-Stil’) has to do more with the genre to
which they were a prelude than with their character as hymns: the rhapsode, after all, did address
the god. (Race, 1990, 103048 proves that not only is the distinction precarious, but the way in which
it is applied to the Homeric hymns, too, is questionable.) Full consideration of the issues involved
here, even though obviously relevant, exceeds the limits of the present work. In a future study I
intend to carry out a comprehensive analysis of this matter.

131Gee above, p. 30.
132(f. van Groningen (1948) and West (1978) 137.

133Gee above, n. 100. The archetypal nature of divine action is also on display in Hes. Theog. 71-75,
where the rule of Zeus and his apportioning tuol to the rest of the immortals is celebrated by the
Muses at the beginning of Hesiod’s song: their theogony is none other than Hesiod’s own theogony.
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Bedv d&p’ duPpota BY’ avBpdnwy | TAnwoctvag, 86’ Exovtes U’ dBavdtotot Beolot (h.
Apoll. 188-91).

1.4 Of truth and lies

If we come down to the classical period, to the late fifth century BC, and consider
Plato’s Ion, we find that, according to Sokrates’ chain of inspiration, Homer, the
singer-poet, is possessed by the Muse (enthusiasmos works godward) and hence func-
tions before the audience as a ydvtig. There is here an important modification to the
archaic picture: starting in the second half of the sixth century BC we find that the
epic tradition, conceptualized earlier strictly as the word of the Muse, is henceforth
assigned—largely in the shape of our modern texts—to a protos heureteés,'* Homer,

the archetypal wordsmith par ezcellence.'3® This shift, attractive to the Greek mind

1340n this concept see Kleingiinther (1933).

135The earliest reliable attestations of the name ‘Homer’ (as it happens, along with Hesiod) come
from Xenophanes, whose floruit is in the second half of the sixth century BC {the reference is explicit
in DK 21 B10-11; contextual in B12-13). Somewhat later (ca. 500 BC) are Herakleitos’ (DK 22 B42,
B56, and B105 = frr. 30, 21, and 63a Marcovich). The famous fr. 6 (West = 10 Gentili) of Kallinos is
rightly classified as dubium by West (p. 245, index verborum s.v. “Ounpog)—and not surprisingly: for,
as Davison (1968) 81-82 notes, we depend on a double emendation of KaAaivog to KalAivog (twice)
and ©nPaloic to Onatc. The second is indifferent to my purposes, for I need only a mention of Homer
(whatever the connection), but I can hardly judge the first sufficiently reliable. (Gentili’s “prob[avit]
Davison” does not accurately reflect the rather tepid endorsement of the latter, who merely opines
that “there is more to be said” for the first emendation than for the second.) One may still argue
that an explicit mention of the name ‘Homer’ is not strictly necessary, and that a mere reference
to his persona would do. Allusions to ‘the blind man from Khios’ would be the obvious example.
The two oldest instances are the h. Apoll. 171-73 and a fragment (epud Stobaios 4.34.28) ascribed
to a ‘Simonides’ that scholars variously equated with Semonides of Amorgos or with Simonides of
Keos. As to the h. Apoll.,, most now place its composition in the second half of the sixth century
(cf. Burkert, 1979, and West, 2003, 9-12), a date that gains us no greater antiquity than explicit
instances of the name. As to Stobaios’ fragment, POzy 3965 (fr. 20 West = 7 Gentili) would now
seem to confirm that it is not Semonides’, but Simonides’—bringing us, once again, to the late sixth
century BC (cf. Davison, 1968, 73-77 and Sider, 2001). Furthermore, links at the level of theme
or diction between an archaic author and Homeric poetry are not enough to establish a terminus
ante guem for Homeric authorship, for these are satisfactorily explained by the influence of the epic
tradition on other competing poetic production (for the case of Stesikhoros see Burkert, 1987); my
concern here is strictly with the time when the locus of authority for the performance of Homeric epic
moves from ‘inspiration’ (the god presiding over the public occasion) to the ‘authorship’ of ‘Homer’.
One final matter that requires attention is the reference to the Meles, the river of Smyrna, in the h.
Hom. 9.3 and the connection (made at least as early as the fifth century BC) with ‘Melesigenes’, a
competing name for ‘Homer’. Graziosi (2002) 72-76 helpfully reviews the evidence, reaching, in my
opinion, the wrong conclusion: that the link between ‘Homer’, the individual poet, and the Meles
is at least as old as the hymn, i.e. with a terminus ante guem of ca. 600 BC. Now, it is not with
the dating of the hymn that I disagree: that a goddess probably native to Anatolia (cf. Lebrun,
1987, 251-53) should be hymned in her connection with Smyrna is hardly surprising; but given the
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in its historical simplicity, also took place in other social domains (e.g. lawgiving,
animal sacrifice, etc.), and is not dissimilar to that culture’s love of aetiologies. But
from a sociological perspective, this shift is a transparent move of the locus of au-
thority for the performance away from the religious—the Muse, who aids the singer
and makes his performance authoritative—and towards the profane—a great and
inimitable composer, whose original utterance the singer is called to reenact.

The issues, however, are the same: authority and veracity remain fungible, and
with the evolving nature of authority we find a corresponding redefinition of truthful-
ness. The living tradition was once tautologically true, for untruth was relegated to
oblivion. This did not place all parties beyond the charge of mendacity: it was in the

destruction of the city by Alyattes ca. 600 BC and its refoundation as an important urban center only
three hundred years later, the composition—here I join the consensus—must be at least late seventh-
century, if not older (cf. Cassola, 1997, 303). On the other hand, the connection of ‘Homer’ with the
Meles or Smyrna (apart from the hymn itself, which I believe does not establish it) is not attested
earlier than sometime before the Peloponnesian war. [The Certamen (cf. Graziosi, 2002, 73n62), at
best, will not get us earlier than the classical period; Kritias (DK 88 B50) only mentions a river, not
specifically the Meles, as Homer’s father, and, like Stesimbrotos’, his floruit is, at any rate, late fifth-
century; the report that Pindar (fr. 264 Sn-M) made Homer hail from Smyrna (as Graziosi, 2002, 78
shows) is contradictory and unreliable; so we are left with Euagon’s reference in the Certamen 20
(as EUyaiwv), whose floruit Fowler (2000) 102 places “ante bellum Peloponnesiacum.”] So the h.
Hom. 9 alone is left: the view that it makes a connection between a ‘Homer’ and the Meles has force
solely on the assumption that Melesigenes can only derive from Smyrna’s river; for otherwise, if it
could have arisen independently and can be shown to be an apposite choice for a poet’s sobriquet,
then the connection with Smyrna would easily follow from the false etymology ‘born from/by the
Meles’ (cf. West, 2003, 310). Graziosi’s error, I think, is to assume that, since Smyrna was not a
flourishing polis in the classical period, no one would have thought of linking a known ‘Melesigenes’
with an obscure river Meles. But this ignores the role that the hymn itself may have played (why
should we assume that it too would have been obscure? its very transmission suggests otherwise)
and the keen biographical interest in Homer’s place of origin (starting perhaps with Theagenes of
Rhegion, DK 8 1; cf. Heath, 1998,26), which must have been accompanied by what I may call, faute
de mieuz, an ‘antiquarian’ concern even for the relatively obscure, a concern that the curious must
surely have brought to their investigations. If Athens was to own Homer, since it could lay claim (at
least in the eyes of some) to the foundation of Smyrna ( Vitae 4.16 and 5.34), it is only natural that
it should tie the poet’s name and the river. And so we now come to its etymology, about which Marx
(1925) 406-7 observes that it must derive from the aorist stem of péhopon: “Mehnotyévng wurde ein
Mann genannt, der fiir seine Familie, sein yévog zu sorgen weiss.” But, of course, yévoc (and the
alternative yeven) need not look forward in time to offspring: it may look backwards to genealogy
and race—arguably an adequate generic characterization of the subject matter of Homeric poetry
(especially, but not exclusively, its catalogs). Indeed, taking the perspective of a later age M 23
describes the Trojan war as one in which “the semi-divine race of men fell in the dust” (xdrrecov
v xovinol xol Aubéwy yévog dvdpdv). And uélouat, in turn, is readily used to denote the poet’s
engagement with the subject matter of his song—the Odyssey, e.g., mentioning the Argonautic
tradition in an offhanded way simply by noting that the Argo was everyone’s concern (Apy® ndot
uéhouoa, u 70). So I conclude that ‘Melesigenes’ is a sobriquet that describes ‘him whose [poetic]
concern is the races [of gods and heroes]’. Applicable to any rhapsode of heroic epic, it hardly proves
the antiquity of an individual conception of Homeric authorship.
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opposition between competing poetic traditions that ¢eddea may be discovered.'*®
Divergences between multiforms of a given myth or song would have been most read-
ily detected at agones between competing bards or in the rival festival traditions of
locales that shared cultural contacts.!3” It is, in fact, primarily in the context of
strife (¥p1c), quarrel (veixog), and competing claims that Greek poetry brings mat-
ters of truthfulness to the fore. The rhetoric of {eUdo¢ and dAffeta reaches out in
two complementary directions: there is, on the one hand, a challenge to the audience
to embrace or reject the truth claim of the message, dream, or performance;'®® but
there is also a direct challenge by the speaker (or performer) to any other offering
a competing claim (or song) in the context of €pi (or an dydv, which is but an in-
stitutionally regulated form of #p1c'39). This conceptual affinity motivates Hesiod’s
choice in making quarrels, lies, tales, and disputes (Neixed tec Uelded te Adyoug T’
Apguihoylag te, Theog. 229) siblings all descended from €pic and “like each other in
habits” (cuvifieag dAMAAnow, 230).140 The association between lying and competi-
tion resurfaces at ¥ 576, where Menelaos forestalls the charge of lying by calling on
Antilokhos to swear that he has not won the horse race with a d6Aog; the context is
one of arbitration (ydv adtdg dixdow . . . Beia ydp Eotar, 579-89).14

The conceptual ties between veixog and (eddea illuminate an otherwise puzzling

136For the concept of (eddoc in archaic Greek literature see Luther (1935) and Detienne
(1996) 158n4.

137 As Nagy (1990c) 57 notes, his very itinerancy would have made a singer conscious of local
variations.

138Cf. £ 387-89. Odysseus’ elaborate lies in the Odyssey belong to his program of disguise and
recognition, putting his interlocutors to the test.

139Cf, Hes. WD 24-26.

140Theognis 390, too, associates peUdea and oUASuevaL Epdec.

1410ther Iliadic occurrences of YeUdog pertain to the following contexts: where reputation and fam-
ily history is involved (A 404 E 635); in connection with oath-breaking (A 235); with promises (some-
times implicit or assumed), especially divine ones with an oracular or prophetic valence (B 349 M 164
® 276 ) 222; cf. Luther, 1935, 87); or where faithful reporting is in view (O 159). The case of B 81
is complex: Zeus intends destruction on the Akhaians and sends an oUloc dvetpoc (B 6), a dream
that not only spells ruin but is also false: it is not true that Troy may “now” by taken (cf. B 37-38).
Agamemnon, however, fails to appreciate its deceptive nature—for which he is called v#jmioc (B 38)—
and tells the other chieftains. Thus the performer’s challenge to his audience devolves on the Akhaian
leaders, and it falls to Nestor, standing in for the rest, to fail the test. But he makes clear they would
have called it a lie ({e036¢ xev aiuev, B 81) had any other but Agamemnon told it. Of interest
here is that the status of the dream is connected with the speaker’s, who tells what amounts to an
alternative denouement for the story of Troy: for the city cannot now be taken lest the tradition be
falsified (cf. B 349). This is further brought out by Agamemnon, who turns the dream on its head
by telling the army what, from his perspective, is a lie, but arguably, from the point of view of Zeus,
is partially true.
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episode in the Theogony (775-806), where Styx is presented as the arbiter of divine
strife that results in competing truth claims, “when strife and quarreling arise among
the immortals and if any of the gods, who live on Olympos, lies.” 42 A ritual of poten-
tial self-incrimination follows, which includes an oath and a libation with the water of
Styx. A god who perjures himself lies ‘breathless’ (vfutuog, 795; dvédnvevotog, 797)
until the end of the year; the image is one of helplessness and ineffectiveness, the con-

143 now touching not merely the god’s will

ceptual parallel of &ne’ dxpdavta (T 565),
but his entire person; it is clear, however, that the lack of breath, though in the context
of a x&ua and abstention from food, focuses on the lack of voice, &vaudog (797), in
what amounts to an inversion of ‘authoritative speech’: (&vaudog) 16 dnapenoiactov
TV aoeBdv yapaxtneilet, notes the scholiast.!** This ordeal, however, is but the
start of the appointed punishment, viz. a forced exile of nine years from the com-
pany of the gods (eivdeteg, 801; évvéa mévt’ #tea, 803).1%° Likewise at ) 222-24,
Priam equates {e080¢ with a &hiov €nog, an ‘idle’ or ‘fruitless word’. And Hera tricks
Zeus into swearing with the following challenge: ¢evotioei, 008’ adte téhog b
gmbfoeic (T 107); once again, the ‘lie’ consists in not accomplishing his word, in fail-
ing to bring it to pass. Not unrelated are the juxtaposition of ua{, ‘in vain, without
result’, and o0 xatd x6ouov at B 214; and the use of paiding to qualify ¢eddechor
at £ 365. That {eUdog can be used to denote a statement’s lack of fulfillment shows
that, just as dAffewa does not strictly correspond to our notion of ‘truth’, so does
ebdog resist a straightforward mapping onto our notion of ‘lie’. Thus, when Nestor,
ignorant of recent events, fears his observations may be found in error, he remarks:
Peboopar, N ETupoy gpéw; xéletal 8¢ ue Bupde (K 534; cf. § 140). It is not lies, but an

erroneous statement he wants to avoid: where we distinguish between misspeaking

426nnét Epig ol veixog &v dBavdtowow dpnta, || xal §* Sotic Peddnron ‘ONuma Sduat’ éxdv-

twv (782-83).
143G8ee above, p. 28.

144D§ Gregorio (1975) ad loc. is doubtless right in substituting &vaudoc for the lemma 008¢ not’
auPpooing: “oUBE - dufBpooing v. 796 . . . seclusi et dvaudog praeeunte Sittl ut lemma inserui.”

145The significance of the number nine is not clear (cf. 789-90), but it is noteworthy that it is the
same period of time Hephaistos took refuge with Thetis after Hera cast him off Olympos (X 400).
The Trojan war, of course, lasted nine years, with the city taken only on the tenth (y 118 ¢ 107
€ 240 y 228); and there is the universal of the nine months of gestation with birth on the tenth,
counting inclusively (e.g., h. Herm. 11-12; cf. Theog. 56, 722—25 and West, 1966, 341 ad Theog. 636);
note, moreover, the temporal patterns in Hes. fr. 304. It is curious, if arguably coincidental, that,
Panhellenic festivals being penteteric, the period of impotence covers precisely two such consecutive
cycles.



Chapter 1 Of truth and lies 53

and lying, Homeric Greek, regardless of culpability, uses ¢eB80c.!4®¢ In sum, then,
though dAnfvc and deudfc belong together (Theog. 233), in the larger conceptual
world of Greek archaic poetics the fundamental opposition is the one between gh\¥6eia
and MBn, not dA¥bera and Peddoc. '

There is an obvious rhetorical point to lying that tries to gain a hearer’s fa-
vor (& 386-89;!%8 Theog. 78, 709, 789), the coveted goal of the performer: ¢eldoc
and 0élyw stand together at ® 276 and & 387; Akhilleus uses aratdw to describe
Agamemnon’s breach of the heroic code that would have rewarded his service with
Ty and yépag (I 344 371 375); and A 363-68 contrasts the deceiver who fashions lies
(Yevdea dptivew) to the skillful singer (Bmotduevog) of noble heart (@péveg oOhat)
and shapely words (pope? énéwv).!*® But in this last passage the dowdéc, as the in-
strument of the Muse, is still the paragon of ‘truthful’ singing, and of him nothing
less than unassailable moral probity is conceivable. And yet it is hard to see how a
judgment based on the speaker’s possession of these qualities would successfully tell
the truthful from the lying, especially the artful lying; and this serves well to under-
line the precarious standing of truth in the context of performance, where competing
singers are bent on winning the audience and defeating their opponents. Now, in the

face of conflicting performances, only two judgments are open: either the Muse has

146 Pace S. West in Heubeck et al. (1988) ad & 140, who, dismissing against the evidence that
¢evdopan can denote “unintentionally saying what is not true,” is forced to reject the translation,
“Shall I be wrong or right in what I say?” But even she admits that E 635 could be so taken
(and, I would add, must be so taken, if we adopt the most natural translation). It is true that
the real question, as the rejoinder ‘my heart bids me’ proves, is whether to speak or to keep silent;
but the only reason Helen has a stake in the choice is that she may be wrong if she speaks—here,
she is not certain whether in fact the young man before her is Odysseus’ son or not. Similarly in
error is Adkins (1972) 14, who assumes that Helen’s statement may revive painful memories of war
and cause so acute a feeling of embarrassment that she really does consider lying to disguise her
thoughts. This, however, is contradicted by the following xéAeton 8¢ pe Buude, which shows, as 1
have just observed, that the choice is between speech and silence, and not between deceitful and
truthful speaking (which would call for yép, not 3¢, as the joining particle: ‘since I must speak, shall
I tell the truth or dissemble?’). Not to mention that Adkins’s reading would force us to conclude
that Helen had openly acknowledged she might resort to lies: would such an admission be likely
to escape opprobrium? If not, why would Helen willingly bring herself under moral condemnation,
if, as alleged, she was so eager to escape embarrassment on another account? I find this reading
socially and psychologically implausible.

"7In Hesiod’s Theogony, {peudéac (229) corresponds to ddeudéa (233) just as dhnBéa (233) to
Afeton (236). Cf. Detienne (1996) 158n4.

148For the use of mopanelfw in this connection see Luther (1935) 98.

149,0p¢1, with only two occurrences in Homer, is both times used with #neo: popgi énéwv (A 367)
and Beoc uopphyv Eneot otégel (6 170). As DELG s.v. notes, poppy “signifie « forme » en tant

que cette forme dessine un tout en principe harmonieux,” and its restriction to speech, however
accidental, highlights its aflinity with the rhapsodic appropriation of xéouoc explored above (p. 22)
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inspired one singer but not another; or else she has filled the mouth of one with ‘truth’
and of the other with ‘lies’. This (perhaps undesirable) state of affairs is but the re-
flection of the discriminating and variable nature of divine favor: now giving, now
taking away, showing or withholding blessing for the gods’ own, at times inscrutable,
reasons.'®® In the one recorded instance where archaic poetry grew self-conscious at
the boundary of competing traditions, the npoolwov to Hesiod’s Theogony, it granted
the Muses comprehensive responsibility for its poetics and, in good consequence, had
to allow for the tantalizing possibility of ‘lying inspiration’. In effect, as the Hesiodic
theogony makes a bid for Panhellenic status it must at the same time discredit any
other local variants. The Muses rebuke the poet with pointed abuse, calling him a
‘mere belly’, drawing on the topos of the man who is willing to do anything to satisfy
his hunger; thus, Eumaios tells Odysseus that “wanderers in need of substance tell idle
lies and have no desire to tell the truth (&GAnBéa pubhfcacbor)” (& 124-25; cf. n 215-21
o 53-54). There is therefore in the Muses’ rebuke a stab at the singer who is willing
to compromise the veracity of his song by changing it to suit the expectations of local
patronage.'® Some writers, of whom Luther (1935) is representative, approach this
passage by placing a false emphasis on the alleged ‘individuality’ of Hesiod vis-a-vis
the anonymous ‘Homer’. This is supposed to explain what they view as a radically
new, reflective approach to truth and deceit, an approach that now, for the first time,
would have problematized the truth-value of poetry, overcoming the identification of
the Muses’ song with truth.!®2 The alleged individuality of Hesiod, however, tends
to be overemphasized, and it has to do more with the distinctive character of this
poetic tradition than with an individual self-awareness or self-disclosure.!>® Luther

(1935) 123n1 misreads the Iliadic narrator’s dependence on the Muse as insufficiency,

150Perhaps the most immediately relevant expression of this sentiment is the hymn to Zeus that
opens the WD (3-8). Cf. also Hes. Theog. 442-43, T 242-43, and Xenophanes DK 21 B25.

151For Odysseus’ lies (e.g. T 203) and his portrayal as a poet’s equal, see Nagy (1990b) 43-47.

1524Tm homerischen Epos fallen ,,Dichtung® und , Wahrheit“ zusammen. . . . Bei Hesiod ist diese
Anschauung bereits iiberwunden” (Luther, 1935, 124); “Der grundsétzliche Unterschied der hesiodi-
schen Einstellung zum {eUdoc-Phénomen im Vergleich zu der des homerischen Menschen besteht
darin, dafl Hesiod dasselbe als Problem nimmt. Bei den Dichtern des Epos und den von ihnen
gestalteten Helden fehlt jede derartige Reflexion” (ibid. 138).

153With the frequently quoted éyd 8 xe Tlépoy évhtupa pubnoatunv (WD 10), commonly construed
in opposition to the Muses’ song as an innovative affirmation of Hesiod’s self-conscious ‘I’ (e.g.
Luther, 1935, 123), one can readily compare B 488 (thnfdv &’ odx v €yd pubfoopal odd’ dvourive)
and B 490 (dpyodc ab vnév épéw viids te mpondoag). Since Hesiod’s ‘I’ stands at the end of his
hymnic npoolutov, one might also compare the device that regularly closes Homeric hymns (e.g., h.
Dem. 495, h. Apoll. 546, h. Herm. 580, etc.).
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and Hesiod’s remark as self-sufficiency that reduces the opening hymn to a mere
literary convention. Not so; in truth, the real distinction is the slender biographical
schema that frames the Works and Days as Hesiod’s instruction to his brother Perses.
This hardly exceeds the bounds of an undeveloped poetic persona, and the real inno-
vation is that it belongs at all in the tradition and serves to articulate its authority
in the presentation of its didactic poetry. This third-person identification of Hesiod,
which takes place in line 22 of the hymnic tpooluiov that opens the Theogony (1-35),
can only be construed as a departure from the greater ‘anonymity’ of the Homeric
poems if we consider the latter strictly without their own npoolwa.!® But it is anal-
ogous to the function the Homeric Hymn to Apollo 157-78 would have performed as
a npootutov to the Iliad or the Odyssey, especially if we accept Nagy’s (1990c) 375-77
suggestion'®® that the Delian Maidens are the local Muses of Delos.!%¢ It is impor-
tant that we view the particular use the Homeric and Hesiodic traditions make of
their respective archetypal authors not as a biographical curiosity, but as fulfilling
a traditional function within their own particular genres, whether a historical core
can be recognized or not. Even West (1966) 161, who thinks that the mention of
Hesiod’s name in the Theogony occurs “out of simple pride,” and that in the WD
“Hesiod goes out of his way to be informative about himself and his family” because
he is “anxious . . . for us to know these things” (West, 1978, 33), must ultimately
admit that Perses (his interlocutor brother and complementary ‘personality’) “is a
changeable figure” whose biographical details are sometimes “invented for the pur-
poses of argument” (ibid. 40). In the agonistic engagement of the Hesiodic theogony
with other local theogonic traditions as it made its bid for Panhellenic status, the
opposition between them could not be marked generically (for the polemic was not
directed against a different genre, e.g. heroic epic); neither could it be marked by

geography, for this would have worked against its Panhellenic drive;'S7 it is left, then,

154The actual name ‘Hesiod’ does not appear again at all neither in the WD nor in the Theogony.
A pseudo-biographical framework is really operative only in the WD, where the terms are a sim-
ple opposition between an unnamed ¢yo (10, 108, 174, 286, 396, 654, 658, 682) and his brother
Perses (10, 27, 213, 274, 286, 299, 397, 611, 633, 641).

185Cf. also Nagy (1992b) 127n6.

156The ‘blind bard from Khios’, generally assumed to be ‘Homer’ (cf. Graziosi, 2002, 62-66),
identifies himself here in the third person through an imagined dialog between a visitor to Delos and
the Anhédec. (Their response is conceptualized as the re-performance of the dialog itself.) Just as
in the WD 10, an emphatic éydv follows (177).

157But even if a geographical label had not been objectionable, still the Hesiodic theogony could
not pose as true merely because it was Boiotian, for even Thespiai and nearby Askra, e.g., held
competing traditions about the Muses (see above, p. 36).
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to divine election, to the particular favor showed by the Muses to ‘Hesiod’ the indi-
vidual, to mark the tradition of poetry he represents as true over against all others.
Whereas the truth of Hesiodic poetry is a function of Hesiod’s authorization by the
Muses (his authority stems from his initiation), in its earliest stages the truth of the
Homeric tradition would have been located notionally in the quoted speech of the
Muses, without the interposition of the individual ‘Homer’, whom later generations
credited with the authorship of its poems.!%®

The polemical engagement with the tradition remained even after the locus of au-
thority had shifted into the hands of the archetypal Homer; but rival multiforms were
now assailed as illegitimate insertions (8umoteiv) of foreign material into the fixed, no-
tional whole that was his oeuvre (just what, according to Hdt. 7.6.3, Onomakritos was
accused of doing &¢ 1& Moucsalouv); or, if the confrontation was with widely received
Homeric oral tradition—as, e.g., with Pindar’s assertion that Odysseus’ reputation
had been exaggerated at the expense of Ajax’ (Nem. 7.20-23)—the strategy was to
relativize the authority of the tradition by ascribing it not to quoted divine speech,
but to a manipulative composer or one carried away by his superior skill: here the
rhetoric of the indictment would divorce technical skill from the piety that had traced
it to the Muse (remember MeAétn); with such a break the truthfulness of the song
was greatly undercut.

It is important to realize and affirm that the shift from the Muse to Homer was
facilitated by the notional fixity of the poetic tradition. The bard’s song had once
been considered sacral speech, the quoted utterance of the Muse, a veritable speech-
act that retold what was, what is, and what is to come—matters that relate to the
unchanging order of the cosmos and to events fixed, whether by the record of the
past or by the necessity of divine will and prophetic insight. Now, according to the
new perspective, Homer-—inheriting the conceptual fixity built into the tradition—
was said to have sung one thing but not another, and a guild of rhapsodes devoted
to the semi-official control and arbitration of the tradition became conceivable, with
a corresponding store of ‘unpublished’ &rn (cf. Plato’s Phaidros 252b4-6). That
‘Homer’ the individual had no existence independent from the poetic tradition could

only be of help: every locale attached such biographical material as reflected its own

158 As Nagy (1992b) 126 writes: “If there is a historical inference to be made from these differences,
it is not that Homer and Hesiod had different attitudes about truth. It is rather that the traditional
role of the performer is different in Homeric and Hesiodic poetry.” For the conventional nature and
function of Hesiod’s ‘autobiographical’ material, cf. Griffith (1983) with the important corrective of
Nagy (1992b).
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local appropriation of the poetry, and thus arose a large body of apocryphal anecdotes

and competing lives of Homer.!5

1.5 wdvTic and npoynTNg

1.5.1 Ecstasy

As remarked above (p. 39) in my study of Hesiod’s Dichterweihe, the notional fixity
of the Homeric tradition has its mirror image in the twin professions of udvtig and
npogRtng.'® Plato—we shall see momentarily—introduces two others: £punvede and
Omoxptthg.1! The philosopher’s testimony, though indispensable, must be carefully
weighed. For, having always an axe to grind, his material is both true to fact, re-
flecting faithfully real facets of the culture, and tendentious, recombining the data
and redefining their mutual relation. Most famously, the Jon puts the strongest pos-
sible emphasis on a view of ecstatic possession, during which the subject retains no
self-control and is merely the mindless vehicle of the divine presence within him. But
this, as has often been remarked in recent times, was not the archaic view of poetic
inspiration. Indeed, at no point in the few places where he comes to the fore (at
invocations of the Muse or when he addresses a character in the story), does the
narrator of the Iliad or the Odyssey appear as anything other than self-possessed.
The same is true of the two bards in the Odyssey, Phemios and Demodokos. The
latter maintains his self-control at all times, even when he is described as prompted
by the god or Muse. Thus, even though 6 73 makes the Muse responsible for the
onset of his singing, from 6 87 90-91 we learn that the performance was punctuated
by pauses and by the Phaiakian nobles’ encouragement to resume the singing: De-
modokos’ inspiration, then, did not rule out a sensitive singer-audience interaction.
Similarly, at 6 492 he is urged by Odysseus to move his song on (uetdPnbt) to the
episode of the wooden horse and the sack of Ilion. Demodokos obliges him, starting
at the appropriate point (Evfev NGV &g . . ., 6 500); yet, all the same, he is said
to begin his song at the prompting of the god (6 & bpunbelg Beod Hpxeto, 6 499).
And this is not all: for Alkinoos, seeing Odysseus cry at the hearing of the story,
commands the minstrel to check his singing (6 537 542), and we have every reason

159Cf. Graziosi (2002).
160There are other terms, such as Orogftwp, that relate to npogrhtrng.
161See below, pp. 150f.
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to believe that Demodokos does as he is told. The same can be said of Phemios

163 is yet

who, while singing as his v6o¢ moves him!? and Zeus metes out (o 346-49),
assumed by Penelope to have a choice of repertoire, just as he is said at o 154 to sing
under the compulsion of the suitors. Furthermore, scholars have noted that even the
few wdvtewg who appear in the story (e.g. Kalkhas) never show any of the traits of
ecstatic oracular delivery.!®* To Setti this has proved so surprising that he has been
misled into describing Homeric poetry as the humanistic product of a secular polis
culture (Setti, 1958, 136-38). But this only reveals his narrow view of inspiration,
which robs of sacral notions and religious feeling whatever does not correspond to his
expectations of an ecstatic oracular milieu. Setti is, in effect, looking for incantatory
poetry when he insists on alliteration and rhyme as the sine qua non of truly reli-
gious poetry (ibid. 139); but magic is only a narrow domain of a much larger religious

landscape.

1.5.2 The Delphic Oracle

To speak only of the most famous of oracular seats, it is hardly a coincidence that
the ancients themselves held divergent traditions about Delphi.!®® On these, modern
scholars in turn have formulated two radically different reconstructions of the man-
tic session.'®® Some insist that the Pythia herself, in her right mind, delivered the

oracles in prose or hexameters; that she could even be bribed to lie is adduced in

162This refers to more, I believe, than a personal inclination or preference, for the psychology of
the singer, to which véoc here, and Buude at 0 45, speaks (cf. I 702-3) is not exclusive of divine
influence, but rather coordinate with or instrumental to it. Thus, according to 6 44, a god has given
Demodokos the gift of singing as his Buudg moves him.

1631 all likelihood, the main thrust of this statement has reference to a 32-33; but I believe it
goes beyond it in suggesting that Zeus has not merely made it possible for Phemios to sing of the
Danaans’ evil doom, but has also given the bard this specific theme as the choice of song for the
occasion. Since Penelope’s reproach centers on Phemios’ selection, merely to argue that the events
have happened and are therefore potential songs would not suffice as defense. But to argue, that
Zeus not only brought the events to pass but also moved the bard to sing about them would be an
adequate apology.

164Cf. Nilsson (1967) 166 and Tigerstedt (1970) 169 with n. 30.

165Focusing only on Delphi is justified, I believe, on the grounds that this sanctuary was one of
a handful of institutions that in the eighth century BC transcended the local interests of particular
Greek city-states; together with Homeric poetry, the rise of the polis, the proliferation of the al-
phabet, organized colonizations, and the establishment of the Olympic games, Delphi shaped and
was shaped by the dynamic of supra-political communication that we call Panhellenism. Cf. Nagy
(1990b) 10 and 37. Note the mention of Pytho at I 404-5 and 6 79-81. For Claros, often cited as a
close parallel, see Picard (1922) 197-220, Parke (1940) 86, and Haussoullier (1898).

166Cf. Compton (1994).
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support of this view (cf. Hdt. 6.66 and 6.75.167) Others emphasize the mediation of
the nmpogrtng, who, they suppose, conveyed the suppliant’s question to the Pythia
and reported back her answer. A few writers go even further, asserting that, in the
case of the more important inquiries, he would also ‘recompose’ her message into hex-
ameters.'%® Most of the literary evidence supports the former reconstruction; owing
to his office as priest at Delphi and his writings on the oracle, Plutarch represents
a late but distinguished exponent of it.}®® Indeed, much of De Pythiae oraculis is
explicitly built on the assumption that the Pythia herself is directly (and primarily,
if not solely) responsible not only for the content, but also the form of the oracles.
The question at issue, after all, is why Delphic oracles are no longer rendered in
verse. The reasons offered are several and various; among them is Theon’s, who ar-
gues that Apollo merely places within the mantis the dpyn tiic xwihoewg, and she
in turn is moved according to her natural endowments: “For the voice is not the
god’s, nor the utterance or diction or meter, but the woman’s.”'™ This agrees with
Herodotos, whose narrative conveys the distinct impression that the Pythia herself
delivered her oracles to the inquirers,!”* at times even anticipating their questions and
speaking unbidden upon their crossing the threshold of the temple.!”> Thus, Crahay
(1956) 83 states definitively that “Delphes n’a qu’un seul prophete, dont le rdle exact
nous échappe, mais auquel, en tout cas, Hérodote n’attribue jamais de résponse.” '™
Now, one might argue that, given Plutarch’s late date and his admission that in his

own time oracles were no longer in verse, he may simply have been ignorant of the

167Cf. Paus. 3.4.3 and Thouk. 5.16.2. But one might conceivably imagine some sort of collusion
between the Pythia and her npog¥tne, in which case the alleged bribery of the prophetess would not
bear decisively on the particular division of labor that obtained between them. In fact, collusion is
in evidence at Hdt. 6.66, though the historian makes clear that Kobdn was not a mpog#tng.

168Cf. Parke (1940). That prose was the dominant mode of delivery is stated at Plu. De Pyth.
or. 403e. (On the choice of form, verse or prose, in relation to the Pythia see Amandry, 1980.)
Dempsey (1918), a rather extreme supporter of a raving mantis, opines that the Pythia’s utterances
would have been unintelligible apart from the mediation of the npogtitng, whose work it was to put
her babblings into articulate speech. Farnell (1896-1909) 4.189, more moderate, notes that her “wild
utterance” was “probably some kind of articulate speech,” which the “Octot and tpogritng knew how
to interpret.

169Gee, however, Flaceliere (1950), who is responding to Amandry (1950). For a general overview
of this old zetema see also Nilsson (1958), Fauth (1963), and Fontenrose (1978) 196-228.

17060 yap Eott 820D (Y') H yiipug 00’ & pBbYYOoC 00Y’ 1 AéEic 0UdE 1O HéTpov GAAY T Yuvauxde (De
Pyth. or. 397¢). Cf. also ibid. 405c—e.

171Typical introductions are # ITuBin Aéyel téde (Hdt. 1.65), f ITubin yed téde (Hdt. 1.66), or 7
Iubir cine <dde (Hdt. 1.85).

1725 . Hdt. 1.47, 1.65, 5.92, etc.
173Cf. Fontenrose (1978) 197 and 212-24.
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workings of classical and pre-classical Delphi. But he knows of a report that, in the
past, ‘some men with the gift of poetry’ (mowntixol tweg &vdpeg), overhearing the
Pythia’s words, would ‘twine them round extempore with epé, meters, and rhythms
as containers’ (De Pyth. or. 407b). This is certainly not quite the same as an offi-
cially appointed mediating npo@ntng, but there is enough overlap that it is hard to
believe that Plutarch would have failed to mention the prophet’s participation in the
re-composition of oracles into verse, had he known about it. After all, he is often
well informed about classical Greece, even about subjects of which he had no per-
sonal experience; whereas regarding Delphi, his many years at the oracle as priest
make his writings on the matter intrinsically authoritative. One may retort that it
is precisely such first-hand experience that made him incapable of viewing Delphi’s
early history objectively. At any rate, that he draws on sources at least as old as the
fourth century BC is clear from his reference to Theopompos (De Pyth. or. 403e).1™
We shall never know for sure, but the fact remains that Plutarch never mentions the
cooperation of the prophet in composing the oracle, and the specific duties of this
official remain elusive and conjectural.!”™ While he is not epigraphically attested,
Hdt. 8.37 (cf. 7.111) and Plutarch De def. or. 438b explicitly mention him,'™ but
the only text that unequivocally tells of resident poets whose role it was to put the
oracles to verse is Strabo 9.3.5: oot . . . thv ITublav . . . drobeonilety Euuetpd e
xal duetpa: évielvery 8¢ xal Talta el uétpov moutde Twvag Umovpyolvrag ¢ lepd;
note, however, that he does not identify these nowmtal twveg with the npogfitat.

Now, concerning ecstasy, there are scattered indications of behavior that could
be called irrational, but their historicity is dubious. Thus, Strabo draws attention to
the nveOua évhovcractidy that allegedly ascended from the chasm in the adyton,
inducing the Pythia’s prophecies; and Diodoros’ legend (16.26) famously records the
bizarre behavior of goats that accidentally breathed the vapors, adding that, after
many people had leaped into the chasm under their influence, the locals restricted

174The same mention also proves that by the fourth century BC some believed that the Pythia
herself prophesied in verse, while others rejected this tenet.

1751 ‘prophets’ and ‘priests’ were the same officials, at least in the time of Plutarch—as appears
from Nikander being called npo@¥tng in De def. or. 438b and iepetc in De F ap. D. 386b—it is easier
to imagine what functions they may have discharged. In particular, the priest would have presided
over the oracular session. Cf. Amandry (1950) 119n2.

176For other references see Amandry (1950) 118-22 and Fontenrose (1978) 218n30. If the identity
between Delphic priests and prophets is as old as h. Apoll. 393-96, some may see support there for
a mediating mpoghng; similarly with Eur. Jon 369-72, 413-16, though I personally do not consider
the evidential value of these passages high.
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access to a single woman, the prophetess, furnishing her with the tripod as a device
to prevent her falling into the chasm too. Loukianos, in turn, mentions the chew-
ing of laurel leaves, which was also thought to induce an altered state of mind (Bis
acc. 1). Despite the weakness of the evidence, modern scholars have found it hard to
shake their attachment to the story of Delphic ecstasy (certainly attested in classical
Athens, e.g. in Plato’s Phaidros 244b). Since the existence of trance-inducing va-
pors has found no geological support, some have had recourse to self-induced trances
(e.g. Burkert, 1985, 116), while others rightly draw attention to the psychological
complexity of trance-like behavior, not all of which can be simply mapped onto “hys-
terical excitement.”1”” Like Strabo, ancient writers who took for granted an ecstatic
Pythia must have assumed that she was sufficiently coherent, all the same, to speak
in hexameters, or else that Apollo put the €mn in her mouth to deliver while out
of her mind—apparently, this latter is the model Sokrates wields in his dialog with
Ion—though under this harmonizing scenario the specific role of the prophet is hard
to determine.!”® Nevertheless, as Amandry (1950) 168 observes, regardless of one’s
view about the access an ordinary inquirer might have had to the Pythia, it is hard
to believe that in the marked occasions of politically momentous (usually ‘institu-
tional’) inquiries she would have spoken directly to the fewpdg or Heonpérog without
prior screening and consideration by the men who run Delphi. If indeed the prophet
got involved especially at such times, we can understand why one can trace back to
these instances the greater fraction of the extant oracular verse. Poetry’s latitude
of form and capacity for ambiguity would have been welcome where powerful clients

179 The confluence of ecstatic mantis

or delicate ‘international’ politics were affected.
and self-possessed prophet was even historicized by Rohde as the arrival in Delphi of
Dionysiac elements and their influence on what, until then, would have been ratio-

nal Apollinean communication through incubation.'® Or, at the suggestion of Parke

177Thus Dodds (1951) 87n4l. See his stimulating treatment ibid. 71-75 and 295-99, though
Plutarch’s emphasis in De def. or. 438b on the abnormal nature of the incident fails to bear out
Dodds’s views about the character of the Pythia’s trance.

1781t should be emphasized that, except for Lucan (Pharsalia 5.169-74, 190-3, 211-18) and the
Christian polemicists, the Pythia was never portrayed as raving deliriously, emitting sounds that
called for translation into intelligible speech by a mediating interpreter. In the context in which it is
introduced, not even Herakleitos’ famous fragment about the Sibyl’s “frenzied mouth” (DK 22 B92
= fr. 756 Marcovich, apud De Pyth. or. 397a) hints at any measure of unintelligibility. Thus Amandry
(1950) 120 calls “entiérement gratuite” the notion “des sons inarticulés ou des cris sauvages proférés
par la Pythie et interprétés par le prophete.” Cf. further ibid. 19-24.

179Ct. Plu. De Pyth. or. 407c—d.
180Rohde (1925) 287ff., esp. 290-91. For the relationship between Apollo and Dionysos at Delphi
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and Wormell (1956a) 12-13, the terms might be inverted, with Apollo taking over
a primeval oracular seat of I'fj, which already exhibited elements cognate with the
ecstasy of maenadism.!8!

Where poets chose to draw on the original sacral dimensions of their profession,
they described themselves as prophets (Pind. Paian 6.6, Bacchyl. Epinician 8.3). A
striking, celebrated instance is Pind. fr. 150: povteteo, Moioa, npogatelon &’ Eyad.
On first thought we might be inclined to focus on the apparent dichotomy between
the Muse-as-mantis and the poet-as-prophet; but if we remember that the voice of
the Muse is the song of the poet, this fragment turns out, instead, to reflect an
early stage in which mantis and prophet were one and the same. Thus we are not
surprised that Teiresias, the Homeric udvtic par excellence, is called by Pindar in the
same breath “Zeus’ prophet” and “straight mantis.” 182 Therefore, Pindar sees himself
as intermediary and herald of otherwise hidden divine utterances. The same shifting
valance of terminology was in evidence at Delphi. In Aiskhylos’ Eumenides 18-19,
the Pythia calls Apollo both pydvtic and Awg npoghtng: insofar as he speaks for
Zeus, he is his ‘prophet’; vis-a-vis the mortals who inquire of him he is the mantis.
But taking this logic a step further, the communication of Apollo’s prophecy, too,
can be similarly re-analyzed: viewed in relation to Apollo, the Pythia is commonly
designated mpogfitic,'®® while from the point of view of the mediation of her own
npofitat, though most often simply called # ITubia, she could also be named pdvric'®
or npbuavtic.!8 A further echo of this conceptual and terminological state of affairs is
furnished by Plato’s Ton, where Homer, himself the first link in the chain of inspiration,
is described as the Epunvetc of the Muse. Strictly speaking, as poetic ‘composer’ (to
use our terms) he does not interpret a prior message (as the prophet would do with
the Pythia’s). He can only be said to ‘interpret’ the utterance of the goddess in the

extended sense of the ‘original composition’ that wells up in his mind and constitutes

see Latte (1940},

181Dodds (1951) 69-70, leaning heavily on Apollo’s alleged Anatolian provenance (a theory now
largely displaced or abandoned; cf. Burkert, 1985, 144-45) insisted that ecstasy in some form had
always been part of the worship of this god.

182 Awde Olotou mpogdtay Eoyov, | dpbéuavty Teeoiav (Nem. 1.60-61).

183Cf., e.g., Bur. Ton 42, 321, 1322; Plato Phaidros 244a8; Plu. De Pyth. or. 397cl, 397d1; Plu. De
def. or. 414b6-T. '

184 Ajskh. Bum. 29.

185Hdt. 6.66, 7.111, 7.141; Thouk. 5.16.2; Paus. 3.4.3-5 and 10.5-6, 13; Loukianos Bis acc. 1 and
Hermotimos 60. Cf. Hdt. 8.135, where the ‘prophet’ of Apollo’s temple at Ptdion is called both
npduavTic and mpogRTNng.
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the very substance of his song. In other words, there is, strictly speaking, no need
for explanation and commentary in the ordinary sense, as if his poetry were to be
something short of a ‘primary text’. But insofar as he has access to and reveals the
divine mind in song—i.e., insofar as we view him within the archaic framework—his
poetry can be called revelatory, unfolding before our eyes divine truths that would
otherwise remain obscure, unintelligible. In that restricted sense, then, he can rightly
be called the hermeneus of the Muse: he ‘reveals the song’ (see above, p. 43) and his
€nn carry the full performative force of a divine utterance.

The role of the prophet might seem slightly different in that, notionally, his poetry
derives—interprets—the Pythia’s utterance. But we must remember that without
him the inquirer receives no oracular response, and for this reason only conceptually
does his prophecy enjoy a secondary textual status. And thus we are not surprised to
find that there was at Delphi a tradition of oral composition, with its own particular
formulaic emphases—emphases that were traditional nonetheless, to the extent that
the necessarily occasional nature of oracular consultation allowed for it.'%¢ Each
inquirer posed his own peculiar question, but their number was high enough and the
nature of many must have been repetitive enough that the answers can be safely
assumed to have largely followed established patterns. Where such replies where in
hexameter, this would have fostered a formulaic tradition of oral poetry responsible

for rendering, on short notice, the appropriate answer to each questioner’s concerns.

1.5.3 Oracular verse

It is true that such poetry was of a comparatively low quality, and that it was for this
reason subjected to mockery and satire.'®” But it is remarkable that, even then, the
belief of its divine origin was not surrendered and Apollo was made the butt of jokes
by those who could not understand how the Mouségetés demonstrated less poetic skill

than the very Muses he led and poets he inspired.!®® For my purposes, however, the

186Cf. McLeod (1961) and Andersen (1987). That writing was not used in delivering the answer
is clear form Plu. De Pyth. or. 397c (xal ydp €l ypdgewv et ui) Méyew Tobg xpnouolc), and Parke
and Wormell (1956b) xxix wisely underline the ‘improvisatory’ character of most responses (an
‘improvisation’ that I take here in the sense of oral traditional poetry). For a formal study of
oracular verse, see Fontenrose (1978) 166-95. Helpful analyses can also be found in Parke and
Wormell (1956b) and Crahay (1956) passim, which should be read with McLeod’s (1961) 324-25
caveat against source criticism in mind.

187Cf. Todd (1939) and Henrichs (2003) 216-22 (with bibliography).

188 Thus, when Zeus asks Hermes to use greater solemnity in summoning the gods to a meeting,
Loukianos the satirist has Hermes answer him thus: A\’ énonot@v, & ZeT, xal padeddv & toladta,
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important fact is that the unchanging divine answer, a fixed oracular utterance that
could be neither modified nor retracted, was rendered into hexameter by practitioners
of a peculiar kind of oral-traditional poetry, even when, conceptually, their mediation
was elided in the interest of tracing the utterance immediately to the Pythia—as if
the interposing of any strictly human agent might compromise its infallibility.!%® It
is notable that, even though iambic was occasionally used in contexts of abuse, when
the oracle was not rendered in prose, hexameter was the meter of choice. To explain
this fact some adduce the influence of Homeric epic and its cultural ascendancy. But
I rather think it must have been the notion of a divine speech-act—a notion shared by
epic and oracular poetry—that led both to use &rnn for the notionally quoted utterance
of the gods. This perspective views the system of Homeric poetry on its own archaic
cultural terms—with its full sacral dimensions—rather than in the anachronistic terms
of a cultural icon, Homer, who imposes his genre by dent of stylistic brilliance. Parke
(1981) undertakes a distinguished, but ultimately flawed, attempt to explain the origin
of oracular verse at Delphi in terms of the dominant prestige of epic poetry, viewed
here strictly as a ‘literary’ phenomenon used or imitated for its register (elegance,
solemnity, etc.).1% Observing that most of the oracles at Delphi down to the time
of Alexander were in prose, he argues that the earlier poetic utterances owed their
form to a cult of the Muses alleged by Plutarch to have existed of old at the oracular
seat, a cult that was only a distant memory in his own time (cf. De Pyth. or. 402c—
d). Now, it is obvious that, even if we agree that there were fictitious hexameter
oracles, versifying prophetic utterances must have been a genuine (if not uniform)

practice: why else trouble yourself with meter if all knew the Pythia only rendered the

gyd O¢ haota motixde el BHote dragbepd to Afpuyua #) Unépuetpa 1) Evded ouvelpwy, xal YEALG
goton map’ avtolg Enl Tf) duovcia t@v endv Oopd Yolv xai tov Anéhhw yeAduevov €n’ éviog Tév
XeNoudv, xaitol émxpuntodorng & ToAA ThHe dougeiug, O¢ UN mdvu oxoAny dyew Tolg dxoloviag
¢Zetdlewv t& pétpa (Iup. Trag. 6). And in Plu. De Pyth. or. 396c—d, amazed at the mean and
cheap quality of oracular verse Diogenianos complains: xattot yovonyétng 6 6edc xal tiic Aeyouévng
Aoyiétnrog oby Attov adtd [t0] xahov # tiic nept uéAn ot Gdde [xal] edgpwvioac uetelvat xal Tohd ToOvV
‘Holodov edeneia xal tov "Ounpov Oneppbéyyeobor: tolg 3¢ moAAolg tédv xpnoudv Opduev xal tolg
uétpols xal tolc dvipaot TAnuuelelac xal QauidTnToc dvameninouévoug.

189Cf, Iokasta’s speech in Sophokles’ OT 707-25.

190This is not to deny that these associations existed at a later date. Aristotle, at any rate,
considered the heroic meter ‘solemn’ (Rh. 1408b32-33). And though at first its use for dedicatory
epigrams may have reflected the status of epos as the preeminent form of marked utterance—
remember that archaic inscriptions speak in their own voice—doubtless in time it must have been
fostered by the cultural prestige of epic poetry. Such epigrams, to be sure, are ideologically distant
from the divine speech of oracles, but they still furnish a ‘performance’ of sorts, borrowing the voice
of the viewer to utter statements marked by deixis (whether personal pronouns like pe or yd or
demonstrative adjectives like t6d€).
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god’s answers in prose? The question, then, is why the poetic form, and specifically
the hexameter, should have been used at all. It will not do, I suggest, merely to
argue that, during Delphi’s earliest stages (no later than the eighth century BC),
only the epic hexameter was available to mark speech as solemn against ordinary
prose. For even if we grant ex hypothesi the priority of hexameter over lyric meters
(a view many scholars no longer hold), we must still explain why and in what sense
epic poetry was perceived as ‘solemn’—i.e., what sort of marked speech it was—and
why oracular utterance should have called for the kind of solemnity the epic style
could lend. This reasoning, then, brings us back to the argument of this chapter,
viz. that the archaic traditions of hexameter poetry were imbued with notions of
quoted divine speech. If true, this view makes the use of hexameter poetry at Delphi
entirely natural, and there is no longer any reason to make the versification of oracles
immediately dependent on antecedent Homeric or Hesiodic traditions. In fact, the
association of Apollo and the Muses is Panhellenic and, as far as I can tell, was
already fully developed at the earliest stages of the oral traditions of epic. Therefore,
to argue, as Parke does, that they owe their ties to Delphi, seems to me implausible on
chronological and other grounds. Plutarch’s passage is the sole witness to an alleged
archaic cult of the Muses at Delphi; by itself, it falls far short of establishing this
fact: in his own time there was no shrine left, only the story that there had once been
one. On what grounds are we to believe it? Only two Simonidean fragments!®! that
mention yépviBa are marshaled in support, and neither names Delphi explicitly. The
proem of Hesiod’s Theogony (vv. 3, 6) already shows the association of the Muses
with fountains and streams of water,'®? and the debate whether the second fragment
referred not to Kleio but to Styx, as Kudoxos claimed, shows how precarious the
link is between the first passage and the water that flowed from the oracle of I'#j. 1
do not see how these fragments are supposed to prove the existence of a shrine to
the Muses predating the ‘arrival’ of Apollo in Delphi. Even if such a shrine existed
(which is far from certain), and even if it was placed in so central a location of
the sanctuary (where else should we expect the worship of goddesses subordinate to
Apollo but in the shadow of his temple?), what could prove its temporal priority over
the worship of the god? It seems to me much more probable that Apollo’s Panhellenic

191 pPMG 577a and 577b (Sim. 72a and 72b).

192This association should not be confused with the notion, which I believe erroneous, that originally
the Muses were nymphs of the mountains and the streams (cf. Farnell, 1896-1909, 5.434-35), a view
embraced by Parke (1981) 104 that would require Wackernagel’s etymology potoo < *uovt-la, with
*uovt- cognate with Latin mons (see DELG s.v. poUoa).



Chapter 1 udvtic and npogrtng 66

association with the Muses—though independent from the cult at Delphi nevertheless
reinforced by the use of the hexameter for the composition of oracles—should have
found cultic expression, if anywhere at all, at the Panhellenic oracle of Delphi.!%
Besides Plutarch’s doubtful testimony, only Pausanias’ description (10.19.4) of the
pediments of the fourth-century BC temple of Apollo offers further evidence of the
ties at Delphi between the Muses and their Mouségetés: it featured Artemis, Leto,
Apollo, and the Muses [East], and the setting Sun with Dionysos and the Thyiades
[West]. But this falls short of proving the existence of an archaic shrine to the
Muses, or else we should expect, e.g., pedimental depictions of I'fj and Athena, and
shrines to Leto and the Sun. It is clear, instead, that the choice of sculptures draws
on traditional artistic devices (the setting Sun), Panhellenic myth (the god’s mother
and sister), and a certain representational symmetry (Apollo and Dionysos, each with
his own cortege).

Neither is there support to be found in Plutarch’s Quaest. conv. 744c, where his
brother observes that the Delphians held the Muses to be three,'®* making them
correspond to the notes that define musical intervals (ot t& Siaothuata napéyovteg
8pot). Parke (1981) 105 relates this to the “names of the three strings of the primitive
lyre,” presumably because of 745b, which seems to present @8éyyor and yopdal as
alternatives. But I believe that these are not two different options, but synonyms,
naturally juxtaposed and used for redundancy.!®® That, I submit, is why this numeric
correlation is said to associate the Muses with 10 &puovixév (744c). In any case, as
Parke admits, this equation betrays late schematism and cannot be original. Though a
three-string archaic lyre probably did exist, there is reason, however, to question that
it was widely used or ever held a central position.% And if so, why would the number

of the Muses be related to the strings of a marginal instrument?!®” Furthermore, the

193Gince Delphi was the only truly Panhellenic oracle of Apollo in archaic Greece, it was there alone
that the Panhellenic association between Apollo and the Muses was likely to find cultic expression
at so early a stage. This explains the absence of a similar cult at other oracles of Apollo (assuming
now, for the sake of argument, that the Muses had a shrine at Delphi).

194Gee above, p. 36.

195Cf. LSJ s.vv. gB6yyoc I1.2.b and yopd IL.1.b.

196] am using ‘lyre’ in a non-technical sense to stand for the @épury€ and the xifopic. Cf. Guillemin
and Duchesne (1935) 118.

197In her survey of the evolution of the lyre from late-bronze down to geometric times, Stella
(1978) 277-92 writes that the number of its strings ranged from three to seven; but whereas the
hepta- and octachord (I am using ‘chord’ for ‘number of strings’, not ‘interval’) were predominant
during the late Mycenaean and Minoan palatial cultures, geometric depictions almost always feature
four strings (ibid. 280, 288). Stella (1978) 280 dates the dominance of three strings to remote
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three-string lyre was still in (limited) use in late antiquity (Stella, 1978, 278), and, at
any rate, in music theory the three tones were of abiding significance: thus a schema
‘three Muses «+ three strings’ need not have drawn at all on old lore. But one might
argue that, all by itself, the claim that the Delphians, in defiance of Hesiod’s canonical
number, had taught that the Muses were three (even though the report passes along
as genuine admittedly late speculation) might be reason enough to believe that such
indeed was the archaic Delphic doctrine.!?® But I wonder, rather, if the triad of Muses
might not reflect the indisputably archaic veneration accorded to the Opual, a triad
of Delphic goddesses, probably the Corycian Nymphs, which, Larson (1995) argues,
lie behind the famous ‘bee maidens’ of the h. Herm.!%® It would not be surprising if
the veneration rendered at the Corycian cave had also once been represented at the
oracular site itself (though no longer so by the date of the hymn, cf. line 556). In this
connection it is curious that the hymn calls the maidens potpat or oeuvai (depending
on the ms.), and that in the dialog that concerns us Plutarch should also link the
Muses with the three Fates (Quaest. conv. 745b). To sum up: the veneration of a triad
of female goddesses, variously identified by competing traditions, is too entrenched at
Delphi to argue with any degree of certainty that the cult of the Muses was archaic and
original to the locale, older than the ‘arrival’ of Apollo (a chronological priority that
might lend plausibility to the view that oracular poetry took up the hexametric form

Cycladic times, but cites in support only the famous Keros harpist (now at the Athens’ National
Archaeological Museum, no. 3908) and other cycladic fragmentary statues (ibid. 280n9). As far as
I can see, there is no firm basis on which to infer the number of strings the trigonon might have
featured (cf. Zervos, 1957, figs. 316, 317, 333-34). Stella’s view, then, is only a conjecture, and, with
Evans (see immediately below), one might just as well assume that the strings were four (or more!).
Now, though there are occasional instances of late bronze-age trichord lyres, they are mostly in seals,
where limitations of size and their practical nature might have encouraged an artificial simplification
of detail (though a gifted artist working on an item of significance may succeed in representing even
an octachord; cf. Evans, 1928, 834, fig. 551). Thus, Evans (1928) 834 accords clear priority to the
seven strings, calling the three-string “cursive versions” on clay documents (see his fig. 550 c¢,d)
“secondary forms,” adding that “too much importance must not be attached to these secondary
forms” (cf. ibid. 834n3). [Minoan representations of eight strings are common; Evans, 1928, 835
thinks this is but the doubling of a cycladic tetrachord trigonon (cf. Strabo 13.2.4; for other ancient
loci see Barker, 1984-89, 1.49), and observes that the octa- and heptachords are one and the same,
since consecutive tetrachords would have had one tone in common.] The same can be said about the
geometric lyre: most vases depict it with four strings (cf. Deubner, 1929; see also Wegner, 1968, 2—
16, esp. 5 with fig. 5, Stella, 1978, plate LI, figs. 82 and 83, and Guillemin and Duchesne, 1935,
figs. 26, 29, 30, 32, and 35). Wegner (1968) 12 sums up the data well by concluding the the iron-age
lyre had four strings, and adds that examples of apparent two- and three-string instances “bieten
keine Veranlassung, damit zu rechnen, dafl es im wirklichen Gebrauch Saitenspiele mit geringerer
Saitenbespannung als diejenige der kanonischen Phorminx gegeben habe” (ibid. 14).

19830 Teodorsson (1996) 354.
199Gee above, n. 80.
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in strict dependence on the antecedent poetic tradition of epic).2%® Thus, I conclude
that use at Delphi of hexameters to compose its poetic oracles was not derivative
of the Homeric or Hesiodic oral traditions of epic, but a related consequence of the

notional association of epic diction with divine speech.?’!

200Note, moreover, that the association of Apollo and the Muses is already attested by A 603—4
and 0 488.

201The view defended here would be weakened if one could show that the use of verse at Delphi
was exceptional and without parallel at other oracular seats. This is Parke’s (1981) contention: that
versification at Delphi was due to a historical accident found nowhere else, viz. the geographical
coincidence of an ancient cult of the Muses with the later prophetic seat of Apollo. Reports of
oracular verse at other locations would either be late fabrications or, if true, instances of the influence
exerted by Delphi on lesser oracles. Certainty here, as often, is not possible, but Parke’s (1981)
case is not as persuasive as he would make it. After all, there are only two contemporaneous
comparanda: Dodona and Didyma in Miletos (Parke, 1981, 102). But from Dodona we have no
preserved archaic answers, only a few questions on lead tables which, unsurprisingly, are in prose
(cf. Amandry, 1950, 171-72 and Parke, 1967, 110-11). Nothing can be concluded from this: was
there ever a verse question posed at Delphi? (Cf. Dieterle, 1999.) As to Didyma, we have the
added complexity of the possible interference of pre-Hellenic Anatolian practices. There are also
fourth-century BC reports of one response in hexameters and an iambic line. One might, with Parke
(1981) 103, dismiss these as late fabrications: this is entirely possible, but we cannot be certain. As
to the three extant fragmentary oracular responses, Parke (1981) 102 affirms with great confidence
that “of two it can safely be said that they are not in verse.” And “the third . .. can at least be
identified as not in hexameters.” But matters are not that simple: I note with interest that one
of them is in fact analyzed as elegiac by Roehl (1882) 132 no. 489. The fragment is now lost, but
the surviving squeeze can be found in Harder (1958) no. 11. Harder assumes the integrity of the
inscription along its left edge: it would then have to be prose. But after inspecting the squeeze
I am not convinced that his view must be accepted, and Roehl’s solution cannot be discounted.
Now, it is true that an oracle in elegiac would be exceptional (cf. Apul. Met. 4.33!}, but given its
transition from non-Hellenic to Hellenic control, I would not think it impossible that, in adopting
a Greek meter, Didyma would have experimented with one cognate with hexameter, which had
been recently developed in Ionia and was surely current in the compositional practice of local poets.
(Fontenrose, 1988, 180 no. 2 follows Harder. On the meter of oracles cf. Pomtow, 1881. I have
not been able to locate his obviously relevant Ad oraculorum gquae exstant graecorum editionem
prolegomena, published by Weidmann.) The second of Parke’s fragmentary oracular responses,
Kawerau and Rehm (1914) no. 132, is inscribed on both sides: side A alone indisputably contains
the god’s answer, OEOXEIIEN (sic), and, as the editor notes, it fits the iambic trimeter; side B does
not, but it is by a later scribe and merely contain sacrificial regulations that, though surely sanctioned
by the god, are not part of the oracular utterance. (Cf. Fontenrose, 1988, 180-81 no. 3.) We are
left, then, with Kawerau and Rehm (1914) no. 178, which, I agree, must be prose (cf. Fontenrose,
1988, 179-80 no. 1). I conclude, therefore, that the ‘exceptionality’ of Delphi (in Parke’s, 1981, 102
sense) cannot be established.
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1.6 Plato and inspired poetry

I would like to close this chapter by returning to Plato for a last but very important
insight into the ways in which the notional fixity of the Homeric tradition had an
impact on its performance. The Iliad and the Odyssey make clear that Ornoxpivectat
was used in the context of oracular hermeneutics.2®? Though we do not have any
pre-classical surviving instances of Onoxpitic (its nomen agentis), the verb is regu-
larly used by Homeric poetry for the interpretation of signs and dreams (M 228 o 170
T 535 555; cf. H 407 B 111). In view of the strong association of Umoxpivopar with
the interpretation of omens and oracles, and given the notional fixity that attached
to divine utterances—to the &rn of the Muse and Apollo—the verb also acquired the
same connotation of conceptual fixity and, where used, it conveyed that things must
necessarily be as they are, or will surely come to pass exactly as predicted. An im-
portant example is Penelope’s dream-omen. This instance is significant, because the
plot’s notional fixity is emphatically asserted by the self-interpreting omen. Penelope
challenges Odysseus to interpret the dream, requiring him, in effect, to agree or dis-
agree with the tradition of poetry of which he is the protagonist. The narrator quotes
Penelope, who quotes the speaking eagle; Odysseus welcomes the challenge and aligns
himself with the tradition: “Lady, in no way is it possible to bend this dream aside
and give it another meaning” (& yUvat, ol nwg oty Umoxpivachot Svepov || 8NN
droxhivavt’[a], T 555-56). The meaning is fixed, and, hence, interpretation can only
reperform the quotation.203

But consider now Plato’s use of Onoxpurric as a label for the rhapsode®® in the light
of the tension, expounded above (p. 62), between one who is a primary, revelatory
hermeneus of the god, unfolding the divine will before his audience, and one who is
a hermeneus of the poet in a derivative, exegetical sense—who, notionally speaking,
not only quotes the &nn of the poet, but also unfolds their meaning. (The distinction
turns on whether the hermeneus mediates between god and man or between man
and man.) This means that, diachronically speaking, the rhapsode straddles the
shift between the divine Muse as fountain of inspiration and the human poet as the

source of the songs he reperforms for his audience.?’> Belonging as he does to a

2028¢e below, pp. 150f.

203For more on this dream and the mentality of fixity associated with OmoxpiveaBou, see Nagy
(2003) 21-38, esp. 24-25.

204Gee below, p. 152.

205In actual performance practice the distinction is a matter of degree, for in either case is there
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stage when Homeric poetry is relatively less fluid and, insofar as notionally fixed,
ascribed to the authorship of Homer, there is a sense, then, in which the Platonic
rhapsode finds in his designation as Omoxpttic a label that comprehends not only
the reception and more or less stable reproduction of relatively fixed material, but
also his recomposition of what is relatively more fluid. This latter material can be
seen under a dual perspective: not only as a épunvela of the Muse, in that it is
a creative reappropriation of the tradition (a true recomposition in performance),
but also as a épunvela of the poet, for the rhapsode elaborates upon the relatively
more fixed traditional material (notionally ascribed now to the archetypal poet),
developing the story through thematic expansion and contraction, ‘ornamenting’ the
plot (with additional, non-essential themes), and providing transitional passages that
join episodes whose text is relatively less fluid.

It is in this sense that the rhapsode can truly be called a Omoxpitric of Homer.
In time, as the preponderance of the poetic material grew increasingly fixed, the
explanatory function of the rhapsode might have adapted correspondingly, and his
personal contribution might have taken to prose comments, not unlike in kind, if
perhaps in quality, to the sophistic lectures that came to dominate the cultural scene
in late fifth-century Athens. This would spell a direct line between the rhapsodic
Ombxpiotg and the sophistic émdeifetg to which the former were often unfavorably
compared.206

Plato’s slant in the fon is now clear: by collapsing poetic and rhapsodic €punveiat,
and exclusively choosing as his model of oracular delivery the ecstatic Pythia, rather
than the self-possessed prophet, he upsets the dominant archaic paradigm of poetic
inspiration, opting instead for a comparatively late minority one that made literal

mania the performer’s modus operandi. No wonder Ion objected!

some measure of recomposition in accordance with canons of traditional oral poetic production.
206Gee below, pp. 152.



Chapter 2

Aristotle on Delivery

2.1 Why Aristotle on Onéxpiolg matters

As I noted in the Introduction,! the term Oméxpiotg is not connected solely with or-
atorical delivery but, more broadly, with the general notion of ‘performance’; and a
central witness to its conceptual development is Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1I1.1-12.2 But
before we consider what the philosopher has to say about it, I must justify my engag-
ing in the detailed and comprehensive study that is presented in this chapter. For,
given the subject matter of this dissertation, namely, a diachronic study of Homeric
performance, it is not difficult to suppose that even the sympathetic reader might
question, if not the need, at least the scope and depth of the ensuing analysis. It
is, therefore, essential that I restate here the rationale that moves me to do so. My
point of entry is the reference to padedia at 1403b22, in the context of Aristotle’s

discussion of Onéxploig:

tpltov 8¢ ToUTwY O dUvauy ey Exet ueylotny, olnw &’ emuxeyelpntat, Ta
nepl TV Ondxpiov. xat yap eic Ty Tpayway xal padwdiay ot tapHiibev:
Umexplvovto yap avtol tdg Tpaywdiag ol moutal 1o npdtov.

“What has to do with hypokrisis” is here said to have come “late” to rhapsody.
This observation seems to mark a development in the manner of performance of
Homeric poetry—for, whatever else padwdia includes, it must at least include this—
and hence the report has a prima facie claim on our attention. The joint mention

of tpayw makes clear that what has come late to rhapsody is not the ezercise of

1See above, p. 1.
2See above, p. 6.
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‘delivery’: for t& nepl thv Unéxpiow came late to tragic drama too, which could not
exist without on-stage delivery—for surely, in that context, Onéxpiolc must be what
the Onoxprric does. The two statements that follow make clear that the philosopher
is speaking about the study and formal instruction of ‘delivery’: “For initially the
poets themselves used to act their tragic plays.” We must remember that in the
beginning there was only one actor;? thus, if the poet himself acted his plays, he
had no reason critically to reflect upon and write about the principles that made for
successful delivery, since no one needed to learn them from him. Doubtless, Aristotle
assumes the poet’s natural gift not only for composing but also delivering his lines
effectively.? A second statement helps to clarify the meaning of t& nepl thv Onéxpiow:
dfihov olv 8t xal mepl ThHv pNtopwciv éoTt TO Towltov domep xal Tepl THy tomTly,
dmep Etepol (té) tiveg Enpayuatedinoay xal IMhadxwy 6 THog (1403b24-26). There is
“that sort of thing” in relation to rhetoric which also exists with reference to poetics;®
which Glaukon of Theos and some others have taken in hand (in connection with
poetics). Evidently, in view is studying, teaching, and writing about poetics. And
obnw &’ émueyeipntar (1403b21) points in the same direction: “not yet taken in hand”
does not address the attempt to practice delivery, but its analysis and instruction by
scholars.6

Now, what could the philosopher mean when he writes that Onéxpiowg has come
to rhapsody late? Pointing to the paring of padwdia and tpayuy|, someone might
conclude that what Aristotle has in mind is the theatricality of rhapsodic recitation:
an exaggerated stage presence, with overdone histrionic vocal intonation, gestures,
attire, perhaps even too ‘mimetic’ an impersonation of Homeric characters when
reciting their speeches. The thought of the passage would be construed thus: at
length, under the influence of tragic performance, someone started to reflect upon
dramatic technique—what made for effective delivery on stage—and brought in turn
such reflection, in writing and teaching, to bear on rhapsody. Now, let me speak
clearly to this point: as early as the fourth century BC (if not before) we do see tragic
drama exert such influences upon rhetoric and rhapsody, with the corresponding
overemphasis on histrionic delivery. But restricting Aristotle’s meaning to this alone,

I believe, drastically impoverishes his thought, not only in regard to what he says

3Ct. Aristotle’s Poetics 1449a15-17.

4Cft. his assertion at 1404al5.

Smountixd presumably includes tpay# and padedio.

5This understanding receives further support from the related éyxeyeipfixacty of 1404a13-15.
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about rhetoric but, more germanely, what he says by implication about rhapsody
too. My argument is simple to state, though it takes this entire chapter to make it
convincingly: the philosopher’s view of Onéxpiolg is not simply the superficial one
of dress, gestures, and emotive vocal delivery, which a critic of the encroachment
of acting on the practice of orators and rhapsodes might decry. Vocal delivery, to
be sure, is involved (for he says that Unéxpioic is in the voice, 1403b27); and ndbn
are certainly in view, for his focus is on how to use the voice “for each pathos”
(mpd¢ Exaotov ndbog, 1403b27-28). But his intent is to study Onéxplog as a most
powerful means to the end of persuading an audience. ‘Delivery’, then, is an essential
aspect of the orator’s task, a crucial element of rhetoric, and it must be diligently
considered from the point of view of the civic psychology of emotions that the Rhetoric
undertakes to investigate.

If my reading of Rh. III.1 is correct, an examination of the first twelve chapters
of the third book of Aristotle’s treatise should open a window into the thought and
practice of rhapsodes concerning their training and delivery of Homeric epic. For
the philosopher himself says that the to towoUtov that he addresses there in connec-
tion with rhetoric came late to rhapsody too. In other words, our understanding of
Undxpiolg in the Rhetoric—the only extant classical treatise that deals explicitly with
delivery—will, mutatis mutandis, illuminate the performance practices of rhapsodes
during the classical period. And, since at 1404a19-20 Aristotle explicitly refers to
the technique of writing as an element of rhetorical practice (a matter more famously
treated by Alkidamas in his On the Sophists),” we are offered a glimpse of what was
a cultural watershed, at a time when it was still a relatively recent phenomenon and
its impact is still under consideration and debate.

But now I must relate the two principal objections that motivate the inquiry
presented in this chapter. The first is that Aristotle, in fact, does not think of delivery
in the terms I have just outlined: namely, as an essential part of the oratorical task
that needs to be understood, embraced, and practiced by one who desires to succeed
as an orator. Rather, critics claim, Aristotle thinks that delivery is inherently an
ethically objectionable matter that is best set aside and disposed off; consequently,
his goal in Rh. II1.1-12 is not Ondxpioig, ‘delivery’, but Aé€is, ‘style’—and a notion of
style, at that, purged from the moral stain of ties to delivery. Although this stance is
variously advocated, it finds particular expression in a view of gavtacia at 1404all

that contemptuously glosses it as ‘mere appearance’, ‘outward show’ vel sim. The

"See below, p. 162.
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second main objection, built upon the first, is that the statement about writing
at 1404a19-20 has nothing to do with delivery but solely, if anything, with style: and
note how, by stating his case thus, the critic has implicitly divorced style and delivery,
has made them separate in Aristotle’s thought and treatment, and has mapped the
philosopher’s onto our own modern views of style—views that are inextricably linked
to the written word, and hence connote matters that can be satisfactorily captured
by what is on the page, with only a derivative reference (if any) to vocal utterance
or performance.

These views are so insidious—if only, because they so readily fit the mold of our
own thinking and reflect a longstanding scholarly consensus—that it takes much effort
to undo them. To that end, I undertake a comprehensive rereading of Rh. II1.1-12
that places the philosopher’s thought back in its own historical context, without the
distortions of what I believe to be anachronisms, however appealing or natural to
us. To anticipate my results: in Aristotle’s thought Aé€wc and Onéxpiolg cannot be
divorced, nor are they, in fact, divorced in his actual treatment: delivery (as an
element, or even the characteristic shape of, rhetorical style) is in view all throughout
these twelve chapters; gavrtaota is not ‘outward show’, but the soul’s [re]presentational
device that mediates between the sense perception and man’s critical faculties; and
hence, the writing that is in view in 1404a19-20 is an element of the orator’s delivery:
a technique only recently introduced and used with a view to delivery. It is in that
light that we must, in particular, read chapter 12 of Rh. III. Once I have established
that this is Aristotle’s thought regarding oratorical delivery, I shall be free to bring
my conclusions to bear upon the rhapsode and his training and practice. For if the
yeapouevor Aéyou of 1404a19-20, e.g., had really been a matter of style tied to the
written word and not to delivery, one could legitimately challenge its applicability to
rhapsodic performance, which, after all, is concerned not with the written word but

with vocal utterance.
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2.2 Relationship between AéZig and OnéxpLog

In the third book of his Rhetoric Aristotle turns from wloteic,® his focus in books I
and II, to Aé&wc and t4&ic (‘style’® and ‘arrangement’'? respectively). By connecting
A€ with d¢ del einelv and 10 Qavijvar oy twva Tov Adyov (1403b16-18), the
philosopher explains the general meaning and scope of this term. There is, however,
less terminological (if not conceptual) neatness to it than most commentators assume,
and one of the difficulties in explicating the thought of chapters 1 and 2 of the third
book of the Rhetoric is the specific relationship between AéEic—apparently the more
inclusive rubric for Rhetoric II1I.1-12—and Onéxpioig, the notion that arguably takes
center stage in chapter 1.

Rh. 1403b18-22 marks the transition to the new subject: 10 uyév odv npdtov
elnthBn xatd @low dnep néuxe TE@TOV, A0TA T& TEdYHATA EX Tivewy EXEL TO TBAvoY,
deltepov 3¢ 1o Talta Tf) Aé&el Srabéahan, tpitov 8¢ TovTwy 6 SUvauw uev Exel ueylotny,
olnw & émueyelpntot, T& nepl Ty Undxpiow. The ‘natural order’ (xatd @¥ow) of the
inquiry had led to what was ‘first by nature’ (8nep néguxe mpdtov), T& npdypata,
specifically, “whence it gains 10 mbavév”’—this, clearly, a reference to the study of
nlote in books I and II. The headings that follow under dedtepov and tpltov are
not a recapitulation of the basic outline of the Rhetoric (nloteiwg, Aé€ig, and t4iLg),
as is the opinion of those who equate 10 talta T} Aé€el Swabécbar with nddg xem
tdZon t& pépn 100 Aéyou. For the verb SiatifecBor here does not mean ‘to arrange’
(it is therefore not a synonym of té€at); indeed, if arrangement were in view, with
‘style’ playing the organizing principle, we would expect xatd AéZw (or similar) in-
stead of the instrumental tjj Aé€et. Rather, the DGE s.v. dwatifnue B.IL.2 correctly
cites Rh. 1403b20 under ‘explicar, exponer, narrar’, placing the emphasis not on the
structure, but on the character of the speech in view.!! Thus, taking at face-value

8At Rh. 1403236 the philosopher also refers to wioteic by the expression t& mepl v Stdvolay.

9Though ‘style’ is its usual translation, AéEic denotes broadly how thought is expressed in words.
Thus, depending on the context it may be rendered ‘language’, ‘word choice’, ‘expression’, vel sim.
(Kennedy, 1991, 216). In this chapter I will argue that oral expression is most often in view.

10Rh. 1403236-b2 and 1403b7-8.

UThough related to it, this acceptation is not the same as the (later common) ‘to set forth’ (LSJ
s.v. B.6), a meaning illustrated by Sixtibecfor with objects such as Aéyouc, énalvoug, or dnunyopiay.
The DGE collects such instances s.v. B.IL.1, a division that differs from B.II.2 in that it emphasizes
the publication of the discourse. Thus, I agree with Cope (1877) 3.3 when he dismisses the meaning
in publicum proponere, in medium proferre, choices that would make 10 talta f] Aé€et dtafechor
near identical with the third head of Aristotle’s list, Ondxpioc. Kennedy (1991) ad loc. translates,
“how to compose this in language”; Dufour and Wartelle (1973), less literally, “la valeur que leur
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the statement of intention nepti 8¢ tfic MEewg €xduevdy eotwy einelv, we should read
the Seltepov and tpitov of Rh. 1403b20 that follow the reference to the foregoing
material (the npd&tov) as a twofold conceptual division of AéEic—that second great
head in the overall outline of the treatise as we know it today.

It is clear, then, that at this stage of the argument Onéxpioi is seen as the second
phase in the deployment of the resources of AéZw¢ by the oratorical art: first comes the
stylistic shaping of the material; then follows t& nepl v Ondxpiow “which,” we are
told “is of the greatest moment.”!? Aristotle does not attempt here a formal defini-
tion of Uméxplotg, assuming, perhaps, that its connection with the theater (tporyw?,
1403b22) suffices to explain it. He soon adds that “it [Onéxpioic] lies in the voice
(8v tf} pwvij), how one should use it to express each emotion” (1403b27-28). The
inventory that follows pertains in its entirety to the management of the voice and,
generally, to oral delivery: its ‘loudness’, whether yeydAn, uwpd, or yéon; its ‘into-
nation’ or ‘pitch’ (tévog): 0&dg, Papls, or péoog;*® and the ‘rhythms’ (pubuotl) that
correspond to each case. He then gathers these under the headings yéyefog, dpuovia,
and puBuée, which must be, I think, the antecedents of the adtév at 1403b35: olnw
3¢ olyxettar téxvn mepl alTRY, enel xal 1O mepl Ty Aé&w ofe mpofjhbev: xal doxel
popTixdv elvat, xaAég OmolapPaviuevov (1403b35-1404al).

It is at this point in the text of the Rhetoric that scholars start sensing difficulties
with its terminology. For some translate the énel xal of 1403b35 as “since even,” as
if the philosopher’s treatment of Onéxpiolc marked a detour, opening a parenthesis
on ‘delivery’ before the matter of Aé&wg (properly considered) is finally taken up in
section eight.'* So, e.g., Kennedy (1991) renders the passage as follows: “An Art
concerned with [the delivery of oratory] has not yet been composed, since even con-
sideration of lexis was late in developing.”!® When it comes to 1404a8, however, he

préte le style”; while Cope (ibidem) helpfully writes that “Siafécfor denotes . . . the investing of
the speech with a certain character, putting it in a certain state, by the use of language. . . . It does
not mean here distribution, ordering, arrangement, which is not the special office of the graces and
properties of language or style.”

12Cf. the use of xvpihratog at Rh. 1355a7, 1356a13, and 1358b17.

13The feminine gender is used throughout, which makes clear that @wvA, ‘voice’, is still conceptu-
ally in view under the plural tévor.

14Kennedy (1991) 217 writes: “A third beginning is then supplied in section 3 [of Rh. IIL1],
followed by some remarks on delivery, and the actual discussion of lexis does not begin until section 8”
(my emphasis).

15Despite Kennedy’s (1991) 216 acknowledgment that “lexis . . . refers to the ‘way of saying’
something” (my emphasis), his perspective as a modern scholar naturally gravitates towards a
reading of the Rhetoric that makes the written word its primary focus; this frame of reference
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translates t0 uév obv tfic MEewg as “the subject of expression,” adding in a foot-
note, tellingly: “Lezis, here apparently including delivery”; in other words, whereas
he had thus far separated Aé€ic and Ondxpiolg, now at last he brings them together.
Kennedy is forced to make inconsistent exegetical choices—lexis now excluding, now
including ‘delivery’—because he wishes to restrict the characterization of goptixév
at 1403b36 to Onéxproig (hence also the “since even” that suggests a detour); but now,
at 1404a8f., Aristotle speaks of the “small necessary place” of Aé&i in all teaching, a
regrettable consequence (as the uév oOv makes clear’®) of the corruption of the audi-
ence (31& tHv 100 dxpoatol yoyxbnplav). If poptixév applies only to Ondxpiowg, and
poyOnpla in the hearer calls for Aé€ic (in a limited way, as a concession to weakness),

then it follows that Aé€wc now must include Onéxpiolc. But another option (defended

in turn leads him to introduce hard distinctions—in this case, between Unéxpiowc and MéZic—where
the relation between the terms is more nuanced. Freese’s (1926) translation ad 1403b35 avoids
the impression of a false dichotomy: “But no treatise has yet been composed on delivery, since
the matter of style itself only lately came into notice.” xai (as the “itself” hints) is emphatic,
but the comparison does not intend a contrast between ‘delivery’ and ‘style’ that sets the former
apart from the latter. If there is an argument a minore ad maius, it is one of the part vis-a-vis
the whole: 1o mepl tyv Aé&wv denotes the sphere of all matters related to Aéiwc; if only lately did
the general sphere of ‘stylistic matters’ itself receive scholarly attention, the correspondingly late
focus on ‘delivery’—a subordinate component of Aé€ic—is only to be expected. Now, I agree that a
translation like Kennedy’s (1991) that renders énet xai ‘since even’ does not necessarily exclude this
meaning, even if it tends to obscure it. Thus, e.g., although Ross (1924) ad loc. writes “indeed, even
the study of language made no progress till late in the day,” a footnote clarifies: “From this and other
indications it would seem that Aristotle regards delivery as a subordinate part of Aé€ic, ‘expression’.”
And, sensitive to the ‘oral’ overtones of the terminology, he adds (ibidem): “The classification of
Oméxprore under ML is helped by the relation of the latter to Aéyew. Aé€ic is ‘a mode of speaking’.”
Cope (1877) 6, in his note to §5, offers an acceptable translation, but unduly restricts the goptixév
to f Onoxprtxd| (obscuring its clear, and immediately preceding, neuter referent, viz. to nepl thy
Aé€uw; see further below, n. 150): “But no art has been as yet composed of it; for in fact it was not

till late that that of composition made any advance.”

16Reviewing the uses of ugv oUv, Denniston (1950) 470-81 divides them into three main categories:
(1) retrospective and transitional oUv with prospective uév; (2) odv emphasizing a prospective uév;
(3) oUv emphasizing an adversative or affirmative yév. This passage falls under the first category
(the repeated mention of the ‘hearer’ at 1404a8 and all makes this clear): with transitional and
inferential force Aristotle retakes the immediately preceding uéya d0vator in order to restate his
point (diapéper vdp ) with an additional qualification (o0 pévtor tocoltov), deriving from it as
well a practical consequence for the study of rhetoric (Exet Tt uixpodv dvayxaiov év tdon ddaoxohla).
The Suwe of a8 might seem at first to hinder my view that this section presents a restatement and
an inferential summary (which would call for overall agreement with and perhaps expansion of the
foregoing, but not for an adversative); but, just as the uév odv, this 8uwg also looks back, responding
to the tension between the philosopher’s censure of the ) 100 dxpoatol poybnpia that gives Aé€is its
force, and his implicit repudiation of any device that does not strictly answer to the bare facts—this
latter, an imperative of justice that only an ideal society, devoid of the corrupting allure of style,
might realize. This, moreover, is not the only Suwe in the passage: an &\\’ 8uwc in the previous
sentence makes explicit the tension between the status of AZic as meplepya £w 100 dnodel€at and
its influence (uéyo dYvarton).
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here) opens before the interpreter: that Aristotle’s view of Aé€ig, from the vantage
point of an ideal ethics, is more radically negative than commentators usually allow,
and that @optixév applies not only to Ondxpiaig but to AéEig as a whole. Now, those
who accept the suggestion of a detour usually blame the undeniable awkwardness
of the resulting thematic outline on an unfinished (or unpolished) redaction, either
by Aristotle himself or by later members of the Academy who allegedly merged two
originally independent works into a single treatise.!” But the suggestion of a detour
or parenthesis cannot be sustained. As argued above, following upon his clear state-
ment of intention, Aristotle sets out to discuss AéZwg, of which he reckons Unéxprotg
a subordinate division. From our modern point of view, this choice is by no means
self-evident: why should ‘oral delivery’ (if we accept this as a valid tentative render-
ing of the term) be considered part of ‘style’? It is quite possible to think of ‘style’
as including only what can be immediately conveyed by the written word, without
embracing matters more narrowly connected with oral delivery. This is the way most
interpreters think about the items covered in chapters 3-11:!® word choice suitable
to prose, metaphors, similes, frigidity, grammatical correctness, conciseness, appro-
priateness, prose rhythm (for loud reading), periodic style, elegance, expressiveness,
use of proverbs and hyperbole. This we find eminently possible to do, because of the
predominance in our conceptual universe of the written word (and, hence, of written
discourse) over performance.!® We think of the word, first and foremost, as reified,
on the page (so to say), and ‘style’, therefore, as subsuming what belongs to the lit-
erary study of written texts—with voice and its qualities logically falling under some
other head, ‘delivery’, ‘acting’, or similar. My argument here resists this proclivity by
highlighting the discontinuity between Aristotle and later scholars in the way they ar-
ticulated the relation between Aé€ig and Onéxprorg. Although I do not fully subscribe
his argument and conclusions, at least in this regard I agree with Graff (2000) 4-5:

“[Wlhile it is true that style (A&, elocutio) would become a regular component in

17T am not denying the possibility (which has much to commend it) that the present-day book III
of the Rhetoric may originally have been an independent work: this would account for the admittedly
awkward double transition from Rh. II to IIIL: énel 3¢ tpia oty & del mparypateubijvan nepl 1oV Adyov
at 1403a34-35 and €newdy) tpla Eotlv & det mparypateubijvon nepl tov Aéyov at 1403b6-7. For a possible
reconstruction of the historical development of the treatise, see Kennedy (1991) 217 and 299-309
(his appendix II).

18] make clear below (see p. 82) that I disagree with this narrow construction of the contents of
these chapters.

19Note, in this connection, the helpful distinction between primary and secondary rhetoric in
Kennedy (1999) 2-3.
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the major rhetorical systems after Aristotle, its status is less clear in works prior to
the Rhetoric and also in the Aristotelian formulation of the art.” The discontinu-
ity, however, is not simply one of content, of topics covered: it arises primarily from
the emphasis the philosopher placed on oral and aural dimensions of style and from
his corresponding focus on delivery as its controlling téhog. But as writing acquired
greater pedagogical and cultural prominence, it did not take long before Aé€ic came to
mean what we ourselves generally understand by style: the diction and composition
of the written word, a set of formal qualities at times even better suited for reading
than hearing. This development is already clear in Demetrios’ On Style:*° he shows
no interest in the management of the voice, and references to Onéxpioi are restricted
to stage acting® or to short, passing observations about the ypaguef and Omoxprtued
MéE1c,2? comments that turn on the use of oUvdeopol and are largely derivative of
Aristotle (Rhetoric I11.12). Typical of his attitude is Eloc. §195, where he abruptly
cuts off his analysis of the scope for acting in a particular scene of Euripides’ Jon with
the words: &AL’ ob nepl Unoxplocwg AV T& VOV 6 Aéyoc.?

This is not Aristotle’s view: though the destabilization of the oral culture of An-

cient Greece was already under way in his own time (and, to go no further, chapter 12

0Today scholars date most, if not all, of the treatise (to which I shall refer by the Latin Eloc.) to
no later than the second century BC, with a few excepting only what they think are minor editorial
touches by a later hand. Cf. Innes (1999) 312-21.

21 Eloc. §§58, 195.

22 FEloc. §§193-94, 226, 271

23 Aristotle himself planted the seeds of this development: his divergent analyses of Aé&ic in the
Poetics and the Rhetoric implied that poetry (or, more broadly, literature) and oratory called not
merely for two different styles, but for entirely different ways of conceptualizing style (see below,
p. 125). To understand how natural it was for the study of Aé€ic to shift its focus from oratory to
literature, we need only remember the philosopher’s dismissal of &{ic as ‘least integral to poetics’
because the dYvaprc of tragedy did not depend on actors or on competitive performance (dydv)
(Poetics 1450b16-20); and that he thought reading unassisted by the xivnoig of performance quite
able to reveal the qualities of tragedy (ibid. 1462al12). Letteraturizzazione is the Italian term used
to denote this move away from oratory—in Kennedy’s (1999) 3 words, “the tendency of rhetoric
to shift focus from persuasion to narration, from civic to personal contexts, and from speech to
literature, including poetry.” It is difficult to say whether this development was already under way
with Theophrastos. His writing an independent treatise on delivery (cf. Diogenes Laertios 5.48)
suggests that he held to a greater autonomy of Aé€ic and Undxprotc than Aristotle did. A passage of
Athanasius (Fortenbaugh et al., 1992, 558 fr. 712) shows that to voice, he added the study gestures
(xtvnoic 100 oduatoc), and that he was more successful than his predecessor in integrating voice
and gesture with an analysis of human emotions. (Yet facial expressions are not entirely ignored
by the Rhetoric: cf. 1386a33 [see below, p. 86] and 1408b7 [see below, p. 87].) But fragments 687
and 691 (Fortenbaugh) show an emphasis on the senses (sound and sight) that is remarkably similar
to Aristotle’s own (cf. Rh. 1405b6, 17-18). Thus, it is hard for me to tell how great a departure
Theophrastos’ treatment really represents. Cf. Fortenbaugh (1985).
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of Rhetoric III may well serve as witness), dvéuata, ‘words’, are for him still primar-
ily mimetic and a matter of the pwv#: Hplavto uev obv xwijoar 10 Tpdtov, Bonep
TEQUXEY, ol otal Td yip dvéupata uuiuoata eotly, Unfipgev 8¢ xal N v Tdvtwy
uunTedToToY @Y Hoplewy fuiv: (1404a20-22). This statement, the cause of much
dismay for some scholars, as one writer notes,?* has nothing to do with the Platonic
theory of words we encounter in the Kratylos, but is rather an admission of the degree
to which, even as late as Aristotle, tomtixs and pnropws| (‘literature’ and ‘oratory’,
to use our terms), not to mention padeduxf and drnoxprtis, all were preeminently
oral professions, and scholarly study of these would not have easily dissociated their
‘strictly oral’ dimensions (e.g. intonation) from their (from our cultural perspective)
‘more literary’ qualities (say, the use of tropoi or grammatical correctness). A careful
reading of Rhetoric 111.3-12 will discover many instances where the oral dimension
of delivery is clearly in view,? well beyond what a study of style strictly bound to
the written word would lead the scholar to consider. But Aristotle’s perspective is
particularly clear in chapters 1 and 12, where (as I will presently argue) Onéxpiotg,
though first apparently limited to the voice and its properties, quickly expands its
purview, and soon comes to stand more generally for Aé€i.c—while, reciprocally, Aé€i¢
stands for a style that is tailored to and controlled by Unéxpioig. This move, which
has confused many a scholar, should not surprise us: though we might have wished
for greater terminological clarity throughout, the philosopher’s usage opens to us a
window into his thought, still primarily controlled by the oral dimensions of rhetoric,
which is sooner embodied by the performance of the speaker before his audience than
by the written text of his oration; this allows ‘delivery’ to stand for the ‘stylistic
shape’ of the performance, including, yes, the use of metaphors, similes, elegance,

conciseness, grammatical correctness, and so on.

2.3 Oméxplotg, not a detour

That Aristotle actually dealt with matters that fall strictly under the narrow defini-

tion of Ondéxproig (i.e. those connected with the management of the voice) should be

24Cf. Rapp (2002) 2.819-20.

25Note, e.g., how even at 1407b11-12, where Aristotle is explicitly concerned with written texts
(t0 yeypouuévov), edavdyvwotov, ‘easy to read aloud’, is equated with elgpactov, which LSJ s.v.
renders ‘easy to make intelligible’, an acceptable gloss that has, nevertheless, an undeniable speaking
semantic component, and is correspondingly rendered by translators as ‘easy to speak’ (Kennedy),
‘easy to utter’ (Freese, LCL), or ‘leicht auszusprechen’ (Rapp).
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considered a priori plausible. After all, at least on two different occasions he states
that no one had attempted a treatise about them: at 1403b21 he notes that t& nepl thv
Onéxproy had not yet been taken in hand (obnw &’ émuxeyelpntar);?® and at 1403b35
he adds that oUnw 8¢ alyxertan téyvn nept altdv, where, as mentioned above (p. 76),
the abtév most likely points to the three qualities of the voice (1403b30). There is
no existing manual (téyvn), the philosopher says, “since also the [broader] field of
M€ has come up late” (énel xal 10 nepl Ty MéEw Ot mpofihbev). The d¢ npofiibev
of 1403b36 parallels the 6¢& mopii\Gev of 1403b23, this latter noting the introduc-
tion of Onéxplolg into the dramatic and rhapsodic arts. There is a third statement
at 1404a12-15, in my opinion to be listed along with the other two; though I will con-
sider it in detail below (see p. 118), I may now advance some of my conclusions here
for the sake of clarity in my presentation. The text runs as follows: éxeivn pév obv
Gtav ENOn TadTod movoet Tf Umoxputixd], Eyxeyetprixacty 3¢ én’ Ohlyov nepl adThg elnely
Twvég, olov Opaciuayog v tolg 'Eréow. The éxetvn, as I will argue below, takes A&
as its immediate antecedent, but does so not to the exclusion of Unéxpioig, which is
subsumed under ‘style’ as the larger heading: this conceptual overlap alone accounts
for the grammar (which calls for AMéZic) and the context (which calls for Onéxpiog)—a
fact of great significance from which it follows that where ‘style’ is mentioned, ‘oral
delivery’, its primary subdivision, is preeminently in view. The 8toav g€\0y, ‘when it
comes’,”” clearly picks up on ¢ nop#AGev and ddi mpofiAbev; and éyxeyetprixaoty
3¢ én’ dAiyov answers to and qualifies oUnw &’ émixeyeipntar (1403b21). Should there
be any need further to establish the tie between this last and the first two passages,
note the statement about a9Aa at 1404al17, with the pointed ndAw that precedes it,
which sends us forward to the xafdnep clause that follows it and back to the similar
comment at 1403b32. Aristotle’s focus is on the lack of an appropriate scholarly treat-
ment of Undéxprolg and, more broadly, Aé&€wc. In light of this, is it plausible to think
that he, too, would have failed to cover Onéxpioig in his Rhetoric? After pointing out
the gap (twice, if not thrice), would he also have failed to fill it? Scholars by and large
seem to think so, and Kennedy (1991) 219n8 may serve as illustration; for, translat-
ing 1404a12-13 “when delivery comes to be considered,” he adds the footnote: “As it
apparently was by Aristotle’s student Theophrastus.” But, if he is right, how are we

26By itself, this might mean that his own treatise had not yet addressed it, but the second
occurrence makes the sense clear, viz. that no scholar had yet given it sustained attention. Of
course, had he meant the former, this would imply that he himself would presently take it up.

ZTFor which we must doubtless supply something like “into use” or “into vogue.”
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to justify the philosopher’s failure? One might perhaps adduce that Ondxpioig is not
that important after all: but Aristotle calls it 6 8Gvouw pév Eyel peylotnv. Or one
may claim that studying it is undesirable, for it is only likely to corrupt the audience;
but, to this view and its underlying presumptions (which I examine below and find
wanting), Aristotle’s own considered judgment may suffice: t6 pév odv tiic AMé&ewe
Buog Exel TL wixpdv dvayxaiov v ndoy SWaoxahie.?® But, one may yet protest,
what the philosopher does study is AéZig, not Onéxplolg, and therefore he does, after
all, fill the gap. The problem with this view, however, is that it drives too wide a
wedge between Unéxpiotg and A€, wider than the philosopher’s thought and words
will allow; and that it fails to account for the two statements that are unequivocally
about Onéxpiolc in its narrow concern with @wvy: thus a glaring failure to address
what Aristotle himself owns as being of the greatest moment would stand—and that,
without any explicit admission of what must then be considered by all an intentional
oversight, nor a rationale for this a priori unexpected course of action.

Another option must be considered: that Aristotle did, in fact, treat Ondxploig
in chapters 3-12, though in a manner that has so failed to meet the expectations of
modern scholars as to lead them to believe that he did not do so. A full explanation
must wait until I consider 1404a12-19 in detail below; but I can now anticipate my
conviction that most scholars have read Aristotle with anachronistic expectations,
tacitly presuming that only the presence of material on delivery such as is attested in
later works would justify the claim that the philosopher had indeed written, if not a
whole independent treatise on it, a least a section of his Rhetoric on delivery. Thus
it will be helpful, at this point, to survey the chapters in question and see if there
are any sections where voice and its properties—under the subheadings of loudness,
harmony, and rhythm—come explicitly into play. As we do, we must remember at all
times that the primary application of Onéxpiowg is nidg adtf [i.e. pwvii] det ypfiobot
Tpog Exaotov ndbog. I am not thereby conceding that only passages that explicitly
discuss the voice and the emotions would qualify as a study of Ondxptotg, for my main
contention is that, for Aristotle, all of AéZ\¢ is intimately bound with delivery; but
identifying such sections would help to make the point that the philosopher, far from

28 According to Aristotle, T& mepl Thv Onéxpiow had only come to the dramatic art of late because
the poets themselves had at first acted out their own tragedies. Hence there was no need to instruct
others in delivery—the assumption being, perhaps, that poets were ‘natural’ actors (cf. 1404al5).
Once some distance intervened between the poet and the performer, the conceptual space necessary
for abstract study arose. But, as regards rhetoric, Aristotle lived during a time when teachers of the
art were many and in great demand; so, it is only reasonable to expect that his rhetorical manual
would have made sure to impart the all essential instruction in oral delivery.
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excluding delivery as socially noxious and unworthy of his attention, is clearly engaged
with what he has already granted is of the greatest consequence for the practicing

orator.

2.4 Omnéxprolg, not just in Rhetoric 111.1

We have already remarked that Aristotle considers voice to be the ‘most mimetic’ of
man’s constituent parts (see above, p. 80). The corresponding connection between
ovépota and @wvy is grounded upon articulate sound, evident in performance but
only latent on the written page. This is the starting point of AéZwg, of which poets are
named the pioneers (1404a20ff.). Among the orators, Gorgias of Leontini provides
Aristotle with a suitable illustration of the early and unsatisfactory ‘poetic style’; and,
lest we forget that we are dealing with rhetorical performance first, and only then
with its written record, we read that “the majority of the uneducated still think that
such [as he] speak (Stahéyeobon) best” (1404a27-28). A similar concern with sound
surfaces at 1405b6-7, where we learn that the beauty of words (xdA\og évépatog)
resides in their sound (v toig ¢6@oLc) or their sense; therefore metaphors® should be
derived “from what is beautiful in their sound (év tfj V), their effect, their display
(tfj 8er), or any other sense perception (&AAn twi alob¥oet)”—and with these words
the philosopher extends the perceptual field of the audience from the immediacy of the
auditory to such qavtdouata of the other senses as might be evoked by the imagery
of the metaphor.3°

When it comes to propriety of style, we are easily misled into thinking of it pri-

marily (or even exclusively) in terms of word choice.3! And such a view would not be

29Rh. 1405b17-18.

30This is what is involved in “making the thing appear ‘before the eyes’” (motelv 10 mpdyua
Tpd OpudTwy), which is treated at greater length in Rh. II1.10-11. (Cf. also Poetics 17.) For an
exploration of gavtaclea in connection with rhetoric, see below, pp. 105ff. It is helpful to cite here
Kennedy’s (1963) 107 insightful comment about Aristotle’s distinctive approach to the study of
metaphors: “The account [of ornament] is a subtle one and seeks to penetrate to an understanding
of the psychological effect of a metaphor.” To this, he adds: “[The knowledge communicated by
metaphors], like rhythm and like the sense of grammatical completion, produces a feeling of pleasure
and satisfaction and is thus a characteristic of good style. Happiness is as much the object of
Aristotle’s theory of style as of his ethics” (ibid. 112). Kennedy is acknowledging that, even when
it comes to what many would consider the most traditional of stylistic topics, viz. metaphor, the
philosopher is eminently concerned with the emotions, the very target of delivery. And his concern,
as we have seen by his statement at 1405b17-18, centers on the sensory qualities of metaphors.

31Thus, Kennedy (1991) 220 titles Rh. II1.2 “The Areté, or Virtue, of Good Prose Style; Word
Choice and Metaphors.”

b4
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problematic if we reckoned as part of that choice its effect on delivery, i.e. its ensuing
sound shape: intonation, loudness, rhythm, the melodic line of the resulting phrase,
etc. But for the average modern literate sensibility, word choice is mostly a matter of
lexical semantics, and propriety connotes a register suitable to the topic and the char-
acter or social standing of the ‘notional speaker’ (often merely the author of the text,
whose speech is usually read in silence)—without giving thought to any performative
dimensions. Aristotle once again confutes our assumptions; for though he speaks
of propriety as ‘contracting’ or ‘augmenting’ the tone—and illustrates his meaning
a fortiori from poetry by censuring slaves and youth who use fine language—when
it comes to a real-life example, he mentions “the voice of Theodoros” (#; ©eodpou
@wvA): “for his [voice] seemed to belong to the one speaking, those [of the other actors]
to someone else” (f uév yap 100 Aéyovtog Eowev ebvar, al §’ dhNGtpLon, 1404b23-24).
A concentrated focus on the voice is all too easy to understand, considering that the
actor was masked, and hence could not change his facial expression to enhance his
acting.3? He could of course gesticulate and move about the stage, but the lion’s
share of his dramatic art would necessarily fall on the voice. It is perhaps Aristotle’s
conceptual dependence upon the stage as he develops his own ideas about the orator’s
Aé€ic and Umdxplowg that explains why he largely failed to include in his study the use
of the face, hands, and any appropriate scope for gestures.>® But the fact remains
that, in illustrating proper word choice, as he holds up the goal of a ‘natural art’ that
hides its artifice (1404b18-19), he makes clear that his concern is with its impact on
the voice, i.e. on the orator in performance.

Another place where @wvA and its properties are clearly in view is chapter 7.
We must remember, as I pointed out above (see p. 82), that delivery is primarily
concerned with how one should employ the voice in regard to every mdfog. Thus,
when we read at 1408al10-11 that “style will possess propriety if it is expressive
of nébo¢ and #HBog and proportional to its subject matter,” we should immediately
think of the voice in performance, and how its loudness, harmony, and rhythm are

to be deployed to achieve these goals.3* Hence, to speak avtoxaBdéiwg or oepvidg

32His eyes, though visible through the mask, would have been too small for his audience to see.

33Stage gestures were exaggerated and, in his view, unbecomingly crude (cf. Poetics 26 and below,
p. 100). The same attitude may underlie his vehement criticism of Kleon’s manner in addressing
the assembly (cf. Ath. pol. 28 §3).

34As Rapp (2002) 2.861 remarks, that style be dvdhoyov to its subject matter should not be
construed as a third requirement unrelated to its ability effectively to portray éthos and pathos:
“Natiirlich liegt die Angemessenheit nicht schon dann vor, wenn die sprachliche Form ,emotional‘ und
,charaktervoll‘ ist; also wird man den letzten Teil des Definiens ,,dem zugrunde liegenden Gegenstand
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shall be a matter of word choice in the extended sense discussed above: not only
with attention to the semantic register involved, but also to intonation, loudness,
and any other quality that serves to project a persuasive persona or communicate
the requisite feeling. We shall not be surprised that it is AéEwc that aims to be
nabntued, if in Aristotle’s mind, as argued above (and further shown below), this
term readily stands for Onéxpioig; nor shall we wonder that the list at 1408a16-19
would affirm the propriety of the ‘angry style’ when dealing with insolence, of the
‘indignant’ and ‘reticent’ when handling impious and shameful matters, of speaking
with admiration of what is worthy of praise, and humbly of pitiable things. Some
readers might indeed miss here the more explicit hints offered by the Rhetorica ad
Herennium in its section on pronuntiatio,® and conclude, with its author, that nemo
de ea re diligenter scripsit; or else judge the philosopher deficient in comparison with
Cicero’s De Oratore 111 §§213-27. But it would be an error to let ourselves be guided
by anachronistic notions of what a proper account of delivery should look like, and
fail to see that, in his own way (admittedly compressed by contrast), Aristotle offers
guidance as to the proper voice one must use successfully to convey such nd0n as
arise in the presence of insolence, impiety, shame, pity, etc. Apparently he thought it
sufficient to indicate the connection between a cause and its corresponding emotional
response, leaving it to the student to consider how volume, melodic line, timbre, and so
on should combine to express anger.*® The outcome is that xal cuvoponabel 6 dxovwy
del T mobnTedd Aéyovt, xdv unbev Aéyy. 810 ToAAOL XATATANTTOUGL TOUG AXPOATAS
BopuPolvtec” (1408a23-25). Note the performative setting: the goal is a community

entsprechend“ auf die Merkmale ,emotional‘ und ,charaktervoll‘ zuriickbeziehen miissen, so dass die
Behauptung wire: Die sprachliche Form muss dem jeweiligen Gegenstand entsprechend emotional
oder charaktervoll sein.”

35Book III, chapters 11-15, §§19-27.

360ne might reasonably argue that, since we all have experienced (in ourselves or others) the full
range of emotions under consideration, such explicit directions would have been superfluous. There
is, besides, a marked tendency in the Rhetoric towards compression of treatment, so that material
not strictly necessary is omitted or a subject already mentioned is not repeated, even when it calls for
development from a new vantage point. Cf. Striker (1996) 289 and 300n9 and Brinton’s (1988) 208
comment on the scope of Aristotle’s study of né6n.

371t is only natural that a section concerned with gwvf would mention raising a loud clamor as
a strategy sometimes used to confound the audience. Just as the volume (uéyefoc) of one’s voice
can be modulated in accordance with the art of rhetoric without detriment to the truth, it can also
serve the purposes of less principled orators. Thus, I disagree with Rapp (2002) 2.863, who takes
BopuBolvteg and the concessive statements that accompany it (on which see note 38) as paradigmatic
of Aristotle’s view of delivery; thus he reasserts his opinion that the philosopher has entirely excluded
Oméxptorc from his treatment of style (as pernicious to the interests of justice), and he denies that
this section develops the art of oratorical delivery.
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of feeling between the hearer and the speaker.®® Rapp (2002) 2.862 calls this the
“musikalisch-sympathetische Wirkung der emotionalen Rede,” and he thinks that this
outcome of the nafntixd) A& has nothing to do with the artistic (“kunstgeméfien”)
emotional arousal considered in Rhetoric I1.1-11. He is mistaken: for Aristotle makes
clear that an inference takes place, a false one (naparoyiletar, 1408a20), to be sure,
but a mental reckoning nonetheless, which on the basis of personal experience (&ni
tolg Towoutowg) weighs the truthfulness of the claim that purports to give rise to the
emotion displayed. Rapp is wrong in thinking that the mind is irrationally bewitched
and thereupon does away with the qualifications set forth in Rhetoric II—e.g. those of
chapter 8 concerning pity, where we read that “on the whole, [a person feels pity] when
his state of mind is such that he remembers things like this happening to himself or
his own or expects them to happen to himself or his own”; and that “since sufferings
are pitiable when they appear near at hand . . . necessarily those are more pitiable
who contribute to the effect by gestures and cries and display of feeling and generally
by their acting [hypokrisis].”3® Nevertheless, this scholar helpfully draws attention to
Politics VIIL5, where uéAr, ‘melodies’, are called ywuipata tév v6év, an assertion
justified by the distinct moods with which the hearers are affected in listening to

40 and

the several musical modes. The passage makes clear that pathé are in view,
it is followed by a similar statement about the effects of puBuotl (1340b7-10). The
balance is to underscore the potential inherent in the voice’s dpuovia and pubudg to
communicate ndOn—precisely the stated aim of Onéxpioic.

The focus on delivery is unchanged in the section of Rhetoric I11.7 that follows,

where Aristotle considers AéZic as expressive of ffog. We may best understand his

38The concessive clauses el xal ui) obtwg #xe bg (Aéyer) 6 Méywv and »3v unbév Aéyn do not
condone, much less enjoin, deception or encourage emotional appeals #w 100 mpdyuatos. They
only state the obvious: that rhetoric, as any other social endeavor, is open to the manipulation of
deceit. On the valence of #w 100 tpdyuatos, see Grimaldi (1980) ad 1354a15-16. On this, Halliwell
(1994) 212 writes: “Here the formulation (assisted by a certain latitude in the established terminology
of speaking ‘on/outside the subject,” peri/exd tou pragmatos) somewhat elides two things that might
properly be distinguished: first, an emphasis on the importance of criteria of judicial relevance;
second, a general deprecation of (distortingly) emotional appeals in rhetoric (cf. 3.1.5, 1404a5-8).” 1
would only modify his statement to say ‘a general deprecation of {potentially distorting) emotional
appeals as ideally superfluous.’

398védyxn Todg cuvamepyalouévoug oyfuaot xal puvaic xal éoffior xal hwe Unoxploel heetvo-
tépoug ebvat (1386a32-33). Both this and the quotation immediately preceding are Kennedy’s (1991)
translation ad loc. (Apparently, at 1386a33 he reads atoOoeL for éobfiot.)

“0The words used are 33UpTIXWTEPWES, CUVECTNNOTRE, HOAIXWTEPWS, UéowS, xabeoTnxdTwe, and
évBouotaotixols (Pol. 1340a42-b5; cf. b10-12). For the relationship between #ifloc and ndbog in this
context, see Susemihl and Hicks (1894) 622-24.
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definition of #Bueh) Aé&ic, namely ) éx 16V onpelov deific (1408a25-26), if we heed
Labarriére’s (1984) 34-40 observation that the philosopher regularly uses onueia as
the units of meaning of gwvA, i.e. of articulate sound, whether man’s or the animals’
(in contrast to oVuPola, which he restricts to Aéyog).*’ And indeed, the fitting
style () &pudtrovoa [Aé€is]) involves not only the actual words selected but also the
manner of their utterance.*> Rapp (2002) 2.864 himself points out that there is no
ready opportunity for deception by the speaker here (the grounds on which, he claims,
Aristotle contemns delivery)—and by doing so, he undermines his own view that the
doctrine of this chapter equips the orator with such artifice as will allow him to trick
the audience into false inferences. The point, rather, is that only by speaking in
character can the orator clothe his subject with persuasion. Rapp may be too quick,
however, to assume that the listed categories cannot be blurred; for the orator who
boasts of manliness, say, should not display stylistic traits that stereotype or prejudice
declare typical of the female sex; nor should a defendant who pleads the naivete of
youth clothe his appeal in sophisticated delivery.*® The goal is successful ptunog, and
the voice—we well know—is the most ‘mimetic’ of our constituent parts. One further
item proves the full involvement of voice and face in delivery: if the words uttered
are harsh, to avoid the appearance of artificiality and speciousness, one should not
also use a harsh voice and countenance.*

Chapter 8 of Rhetoric I11 is yet another section where delivery is clearly in view and

410nustov, as the unmarked term, can also be used for Adyoc.

200 yap TadTd 00 Hoaltwe dypoixog dv xal nemoudeuuévos elnetey (1408a31-32).

43The material in this passage and the approach Aristotle takes is best understood if we suppose
his ideas to have developed under the influence of stage acting, where the need for a successful
characterization, e.g., of females by males or the old by youths would be real and acute. Cf., e.g.,
Plato’s Republic 395d5-e3. There is also the fourth-century phenomenon of hoyoypugla, which
further separated composition from delivery; the professional speech-writer had to place himself in
his client’s shoes and make him say nothing inconsistent with his origin, social status, occupation,
etc.

2

44g1 tolg dvéhoyov ph mdow Gua yphoacBou (001w ydp xhéntetan 6 dxpoatic) Aéyw S olov
gdv & ovéuata oxAned ), ul xol tf @evi xol 1@ mpoodnw [xal] tolc dpudtrovoty (1408b4-7).
The language of ‘escaping notice’, ‘cheating the hearer’, etc. is not so much an admission of the
potential for deceitfulness inherent in naturalistic art as it is a statement of the paradox essential
to its success: for then ars adeo latet arte sua. Cf. Rh. 111.2.4-5 and 8.1. Fortenbaugh (1996) 161
calls to mind an interesting analogy. In Politics 1310a2-12, Aristotle counsels that demagogues
in a democracy should seem to speak (8oxelv Aéyew) on behalf of the wealthy; whereas in an
oligarchy, oligarchs should ezhibit (Unoxplveofat) a correspondingly favorable attitude towards the
dfiuoc. Fortenbaugh comments: “Those words may suggest feigned concern, and undoubtedly there
are moments to be disingenuous” (bidem), but “[t|he verb hypokrinesthai . . . need not imply feigned
exhibition” (161n34).
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the canon of naturalism controls the outcome. Prose is to strike a middle course be-
tween an &uuetpov (‘metrical’) and an dppubuoy oyfiua (‘arrhythmic shape’): uétpov
would make the Aéyog into a molnua, and this is to be avoided; but the lack of
dptBudeg renders the speech unformed, without boundaries, and therefore unpleasant
and beyond our grasp. Aristotle has in view certain metrical shapes for cola, chosen
to meet given canons of propriety detailed in this section, which avoid the sort of
predictable recurrence characteristic of poetry;* these, he calls ‘thythm’: 6 8¢ 100
oyfiuatog tiic MZewg dpBude pubude Eotiy, 00 xal t& wétpa Tuiuata: 510 pubuoy dei
Eyew TOv Aoyov, pétpov dt unf (1408b28-30). But ‘rhythm’ is, of course, the third
of the basic properties of voice (cf. 1403b30-31). This proves that we are once again
dealing with Ondxpioig in its narrow sense of ‘oral delivery’. The expressed need for
oeuvoTng in this context—used to disqualify the trochaic meter as “too much like the
cordax” (1408b36)—should alert us to the connection between propriety and the voice
(intensity, intonation, and rhythm), a connection I have tried to highlight above (see
p. 84) as I do again here. The recommendation of iambic as the Aé€ig of the people
(ol moAhot) does not focus on its abstract metrical qualities (the view of the scholar),
but on its status as a performative commonplace: “therefore, of all meters people in
conversation utter (6éyyovtar Aéyovteg) iambics most” (1408b34-35).

We must still consider &puovia, listed as the second property of voice. There is
no agreement about its meaning at 1403b31: we know it concerns tévotr, whether
the pitch is 0&0¢, Bapls, or uéoog. Some think this refers to pitch accent at the
word level (Kennedy, 1991, 218 and n. 5), but the textual evidence renders this
interpretation too narrow. Cope (1877) 3.5 seems to leave his options open, for
he translates “accents (or tones of voice)” (his emphasis), and cites as comparanda
on “the modulation of the voice in the expression of various emotions” Cicero’s De
Oratore 11I §§215-19. In Cope (1867) 380 he is nearer the rhetorical meaning when
he parallels it with the Latin apta compositio. Of course, in its primary musical
sense, it stands for “the orderly succession of certain sounds, determined by definite
intervals, which appeals to an instinctive sense or taste in the human mind . . . and
constitutes ‘tune’ or ‘melody’” (Cope, 1867, 380, his emphasis). The difficulty resides
in transferring this concept from a musical to an oratorical context. This semantic
move is attested elsewhere in Aristotle, specifically, in the Poetics. Indeed, at its

first appearance (1447a22) it refers to ‘melody’,* which explains why uélog takes its

455uBuoV B [del Exew TOV Aéyov] i) dxpBdc ToUto B¢ Eotar édv uéypet Tou i (1408b31-32).
46T ucas (1968) ad loc. writes: “I translate it by ‘melody’, though this does not exclude the notion
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place at a later point (1447b25).4” But, significantly, at Poetics 1449a28, dpuovia
designates a quality of prose: “For the iambic trimeter, more than any other metre,
has the rhythm of speech: an indication of this is that we speak many trimeters
in conversation with one another, but hexameters only rarely and when diverging
from the colloquial register (éxPatvovteg thic Aextixfic &ppoviacg).”*® Lucas (1968)
ad loc. tersely remarks: “‘apuoviag’ is said to refer to the pitch of the voice used
by the Greeks in conversation (cf. R. 1403b31). We should have expected rather a
reference to rhythm.” Though I would take ‘pitch of the voice’ in the extended sense
of ‘melodic contour’ or ‘intonation’ of an utterance, which was arguably the actual
effect of the pitch accents at the higher level of the sentence, Lucas acutely senses the
intimate relationship in prose between &puovia and puludc, a relationship in evidence
in chapter 8 of Rhetoric I11.4°

The vulgate reading here is t@v 3¢ pubudv 6 pev Npdog aeuvog xal AexTindg ¢
&puoviog deduevog, where ‘¢’ is the usual abbreviation for xal. Kennedy (1991) 238,
apparently following Vettori (who argues for the insertion of o0 before Aextixég),*
translates: “Of rhythms, the heroic [dactylic hexameter] is solemn and not conversa-
tional and needs musical intonation”; to explain his translation of &puoviag debduevog
he adds the note: “That is, it is chanted. In Aristotle’s time rhapsodes no longer used
a lyre.” The problem with this, of course, is that hardly anyone would understand
dppovia in this unusual technical sense (i.e. ‘melodic contour of non-instrumental
chanting’) without further explicit textual support, as its use for ‘tunings’ or ‘at-

tunements’! is by far the commonest technical one, of which the Aextudd) &pupovia

of rhythm.” That it means musical tune is clear from 1447223, which only includes instruments.

47The triad puBuée, Aéyog, and &puovia at 1447a23 corresponds to pubude, uéhog, and uétpov
at 1447b25. This can be easily explained if we note that uéhog already implies words, and that
uétpov corresponds to metrical Aéyoc (Lucas, 1968, 61). Meters, as Poetics 1448b21-22 shows, are
categories (u6pta) of rhythms.

“8Translation by Halliwell (1999). The entire passage runs thus: pd\ota ydp AeXTiXOV TGV pétpwv
10 lauPeldv éotty onueiov 3¢ tolTou, mhelota Ydp lapfBela Aéyouey €v Tf) StaAéxte Tf) TEdg dAAAAROUG,
gZdueTpa 8¢ Shtydoug xal éxBalvovtes the Aextixfic dpuoviag (1449a24-28).

49 Apparently, such correlation was true even in their technical musical sense; cf. West (1992) 178
and 181.

S0Roemer (1898) and Kassel (1976) ad loc. report that Vettori emends to xal ob Aextixdg. Strictly
speaking, Vettori (1579) 615-17 does not adopt any such emendation. His Greek text reads: tév 3¢
pUBUGY, O uEv Hpdog, oeuvog xal Aextixdg ol dpuoviag deduevoc; which he translates: e numeris
autem, herous grandis est, dignitatisque plenus et orationi aptus quique requirit harmoniam. But
it is true that in the note adjoined he makes clear that the sense requires 00 Aextixég. Otherwise,
valet Aextixog hoc in loco, sonorus ac grandiloquus. quod sane mirum videtur.

510ften called ‘modes’ by modern scholars, harmoniai represent ancient scales (i.e. distinctive
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is an attested extension; but by itself, &dpuoviag debuevoc would almost certainly
be understood in its generic sense as ‘lacking harmony’, or, if in its technical sense,
as ‘lacking [instrumental] melody’ or perhaps even ‘needing [instrumental] melody’.
‘Lacking [instrumental] melody’ will not suit the contrast; neither will ‘needing [in-
strumental] melody’ do, for Kennedy’s translation calls for non-instrumental chanting.
As to ‘lacking harmony’, Cope (1877) 3.86 rightly says that “[it] is absurd in itself,
and contradictory to the evidence of our ears, and all ancient authority.” Of Vet-
tori’s emendation®® the same writer comments that “[it] leaves &puoviag deduevog
to explain itself as it best may” (ibidem). But for the substitution of d\A\& for xat,
Roemer’s (1898) text5? is near identical to Cope’s and Spengel’s and superior to Vet-
tori’s.’ Paradoxically, its meaning most likely implies Kennedy’s, for lacking ‘the
melody of common speech’ surely suggests that ‘the melody of heroic verse’ (with
‘melody’ in its extended sense) must contain non-conversational cadences such as
chanting would produce.®® Ross (1959) emends more heavily,® but his meaning is

much the same in the event.5”

series of intervals assembled as scales). In this technical sense &puovio does not imply words; it might
denote the music of an instrument ({uA? &ppovia) or the voice’s singing (with or without words).
uéhog, on the other hand, referred primarily to the melody of singing and in this sense involved
words. (Because it was the singing of poetry and it was usually accompanied by instruments,
uéhog also stood for a poetic composition with musical accompaniment, especially lyric poetry.)
By conceptually abstracting the music from the singing, uéhoc was also at times used for &puovia
(West, 1992, 177-78). But clearly one would be far more likely to construe the statement “the heroic
meter calls for &ppovia” as implying that it calls for musical accompaniment than that it calls for
chanting. Quite apart from the intrinsic unlikelihood of the textual reading (given the unquestionable
application of &puovio at 1403b31 to the voice of the orator, which rules out chanting; and the
incontrovertible use of Aextux dpuovia in the Poetics 1449a28, which renders the restoration of the
same expression in the present passage very plausible), had this been Aristotle’s meaning one would
have expected to0 &dewv debuevog vel sim. [One may still argue that, for an audience familiar with
the performance practice of epic (assuming for the moment that it was non-instrumental chanting,
i.e, a vocal recitative not far from speech tones; cf. West, 1981a, 114), the meaning of &puoviag
debuevog would have been transparent: I agree. This would justify Vettori’s reading and Kennedy’s
translation. But, even then, if &puovia can be used of the melodic contour of non-instrumental
chanting, given the use of the word in the Poetics for the melodic contour of prose, we would still
have chapter 8 of Rhetoric III concerned with dpuovia as one of the three components of gwvt; that
affect the orator’s delivery.]

52This he quotes not as o0 Aextixdg (as Roemer, 1898, ad loc.) but as ob hoywée (Cope, 1877,

3.87). Cf. Demetr. Eloc. §41.

31y 3¢ pubUGY b eV Hpdog oeuvde GANE AexTixfic dpuoviag debpevog.

54Which Kassel adopts.
%Demetr. Eloc. §42 uses the term fyddne.
615y 8¢ pubuey 6 uiv Hpdoc oeuviic GAN’ ob Aextixiic dpuoviag Seduevoc.

"His contribution is to oppose a oguv) dpuovia to the attested hextund) dppovia, a contrast in
itself plausible; and to motivate the a0t in the following clause: “whereas heroic verse calls for an
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Thus we have in Rhetoric II1.8 &puovia and pubudg linked together as related
properties of the voice in delivery: the latter denotes the measured delivery of cola
for rhythmical effect, which facilitates the hearers’ grasp of the orator’s meaning; the
former denotes the melodic contour of the speech,?® correlated with the orator’s rhyth-
mic utterance, shaping the speech to express the necessary éthos and pathos. This
interpretation finds support in Aristoxenos, who explicitly recognized a kind of prose
melody: Aéyetat ydp O xol Aoy@dég L uélog, 10 ouYXElUEVOY EX TBY TPOCHOLHBY TEHY
év Tolg GvépaaY PUaLXOVY Ydp TO émiteively xal dviévon év t§ dtohéyeobor.”® This
same author also observed that “there are three things that can be made rhythmic:
utterance (Aé&ic),®® melody (uéhoc), and bodily motion; thus utterance will divide
time by means of its own parts, e.g. letters, syllables, words, and all such things.”®!
A fragment of Theophrastos in Plutarch’s Quaest. conv. (p. 623) further reinforces
the analogy between the melody and rhythm of music and the melody and rhythm of

speech: [Oedgpaoctog] dpyds povoniic Tpeig elvar Aéyet, Aonnyv Hidoviv évBouciooudy,

elevated—not a colloquial—intonation, iambic by itself [i.e. without any peculiar intonation] is the
Aé&ic of the common people.”

8] do not agree with Cope (1877) 3.86, who, though using ‘harmony’ in his translation “[to
leave] open whether we are to understand by &puovia ‘harmony’ in its ordinary musical sense,”
nevertheless calls this “a somewhat non-natural interpretation.” On the impact of Greek accents
upon the melodic shape of the utterance, see Allen (1973) 230-34 and West (1981a) 114-15.

59Fl harm. 23.13-16 (da Rios). Barker (1984-89) 2.138 translates: “For there is indeed said to
be a kind of melody which belongs to speech, that constituted by the tone-patterns that occur in
words, since tension and relaxation belong naturally to speech.”

60That Aristoxenos here means ‘utterance’ (the action of Aéyew) and not ‘style’ or any other more
technical meaning is clear from its use in El. rhythm. 17.15-23 (Pighi): donep y&p 10 odua mheloug
1d¢ag hopBaver oymudtoy, Edv avtol & Yépn tebf) Stagepbvtwg, ftol ndvta i Tva adtdy, oltw ol
@y pubulouévey Exaatov TAeloug AaufBdver poppdc, ol xatd Thv abTol @loty, AL xatd THy T0D
pubuol. N yap adth Aé€ic el ypbvoug tebeloa dtapépovtag dAAAAWY hauPdvel Tvdg Stagopds ToladTag,
of elow toon adtais tic To0 pubuold glcewes dtagopaic. 6 altoe 3¢ Aéyoc xal €nl tol uéhoug xal €l T
8Mho méquxe pubuileohar 6 ToLUTY PUBU B¢ EoTy Ex Ypdvwy cuveotnxd. Barker (1984-89) 2.185
translates the key sentence as follows: “For the same utterance [lexis], when disposed into durations
that differ from one another, takes on differences of a sort that are equal to the differences in the
nature of the rhythm themselves.” We find a similar use at Aristotle’s Soph. el. 165b23-24 and
Rh. 1401a2, where napd thv Aé&tv is variously translated ‘verbal’, ‘of diction’, ‘depends on language’,
‘beruhen auf dem sprachlichen Ausdruck’, vel sim. Cf. Halliwell (1993) 53-54, who identifies three
different ways in which Aristotle uses Aé€ic; though I am not entirely comfortable with the manner
in which he apportions the semantic range and the illustrations adduced in support, he does to my
mind correctly identify the two ends of the spectrum: “ordinary speech,” roughly equivalent to my
‘utterance’, and “style or expressiveness,” an evaluative term that, among other, focuses on register,
genre, and tone. (I would transfer to his category C some of his examples for B that, by his own
admission, display a “semantic emphasis.”)

61 Bl rhythm. 19.15-18 (Pighi). #ott 8¢ & pubulépeva tptar MéEic, wéhog, xtvnols cwuatix. Hote
Swoprioer OV ypbvov N uev Aéle Tolc altiic pépeoty, olov ypdupaot xal cuihafaic xal pruact xal
ndiol tolc ToloUtole. This division of Aé&ic is indebted to Aristotle’s treatment in the Poetics 20.
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0< Exdotou Toltev tapatpénovtog éx Tob ouvifioug xal Eyxhivovtog ThY Quwviy (fr. 90
Wimmer).%2 In De oratore III §§173ff. Cicero follows Aristotle in connecting numerus
(~puBube) and modus (~&puovia). His usage is not uniform throughout; e.g., at §171,
when he first introduces them, he apparently designates rhythm by modus quidam
and karmonia by forma;%® but once he employs the more technical numerus, he makes
clear that modus stands for harmonia: Namque haec duo musici, qui erant quondam
idem poetae, machinati ad voluptatem sunt, versum atque cantum, ul et verborum
numero et vocum modo delectatione vincerent aurium satietatem. Haec igitur duo,
vocis dico moderationem et verborum conclusionem, quoad orationis severitas pati
posset, a poetica ad eloquentiam traducenda duzerunt.’* In this case, of course, the
vocal melody will depend on notions of intonation and rhythm that are more familiar
to us than the ancient Greek modulation, of which tonal accents were so important
a component. One can speak similarly of the famous §§39-41 of [Longinus] On the
Sublime, written at a time when accentual stress had replaced pitch; and yet these
sections preserve a recollection of the Aristotelian connection between &puovio and
pubuot in the orator’s choice and arrangement of words (oUvOeoig).%

This survey, I trust, has shown that, far from excluding Ondxpiotg, Aristotle has
more than once explicitly made voice and its properties the focus of his study in
chapters 2—-11 of the Rhetoric. Considering the notorious thematic compression char-
acteristic of this work, his coverage, in substance and significance, is such as to warrant
the view that he does indeed endeavor to instruct the orator in proper delivery, if only
we suppress anachronistic prejudices of what an adequate, comprehensive treatment
of pronuntiatio by the philosopher should look like. My survey completed, I return

to the peculiar Aristotelian relation between Unéxproig and AéZic.

62Cf. Fortenbaugh et al. (1992) 572 fr. 719A.

63 At §173 he repeats the terms: modus etiam et forma verborum.

64Wilkins (1892) ad loc. comments: “[H]ere [modus] covers variations both in duration and in
pitch, i.e. what we call ‘tune’.” He further translates vocis moderatio ‘the modulation of the voice’,
and verborum conclusio ‘the periodic arrangement of the words’. I might also mention Hermog. Id. I
(p. 218.23-26 Rabe), where rhythm is defined thus: # ydp mowd oGvBeoic tév 100 Aéyou Uepdv xal
10 O nwg dvanenadobut OV Aéyov G un GBL totel T TodVdE GANX f) Tot6vde elvar TOV puBUbY.

65See especially §39.
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2.5 Semantic development of OnéxpLolg and AE€ig

In my view, then, and in the light of the foregoing considerations, regardless of the
particular rendering of the xat in the énel xal of 1403b35 (cf. above, p. 76), it is
important to bring out the relationship Aristotle is establishing between Onéxpioig
and AéZwc—here, that of a part to the whole, but soon to become somewhat more
involved. For, from 1403b18-22 and the ensuing treatment, it follows, I believe, that
Unéxprotg (at least any aspect of Umbxpiolg susceptible of ‘technical’ treatment, as
will become clear below, p. 120) bears such a relationship to Aé&iwg that either term
can be used to designate what might be broadly described as ‘rhetorical stylistics.”®
This intimate connection of mutual implication between Oméxpioig and AéEig is one
that Aristotle labors to establish and explain in chapters 1 and 2; and the explicit
return of the term Onéxpiowg in chapter 12, at the end of the section on AéZwg (the
philosopher takes up té€i in chapter 13) should alert us to the possible presence of an
intentional ring structure of sorts: Onéxpiolg may well open and close the discussion
of Aé€i¢ because, in fact, Aristotle sees successful delivery as the ultimate aim and
guiding principle of his study of rhetorical style. The term Onéxpiotg, first employed
at 1403b22 to refer to that subordinate division of Aé€i¢ that wields the greatest influ-
ence and is preeminently concerned with voice and its attendant properties, becomes
at 1404a12-19, from the point of view of terminology, synonymous with A€t itself,
as I will make clear below.6” This is perhaps not to be wondered at, for, after all, it is
but an instance of a common occurrence, viz., when the most important conceptual
subdivision of a given subject is used metonymically to refer to it.

This semantic development takes place over a short span, and the guiding principle
is the equivocal ethical status of Aé€ig, which becomes a necessity out of expediency

because of rhetoric’s concern with 86&a:%®

aAX’ 6Ang oliomng mpog d6Eav i mpaypatelag tiig nepl v pnTopuniy, ody

66See below, p. 125.
67See below, p. 118.

68What will those say who shy away from applying the unflattering poptixdy to Aé&ig, when faced
with this frank admission regarding the entire rhetorical enterprise? Though it come as a rude shock
to those who insist on too hard a distinction between Unéxptoic and MéZic—asserting that the former
alone may rightly be criticized as goptui—the statement will not appear so radical to any who
have come to terms with the philosopher’s rhetorical view of style. Thus, even Cope (1877) ad loc.
must make the following admission: “[N]ot only Onoxpttixf, but the whole of Rhetoric, is directed
npoc d6&av. So that goptixév here must stand, as it often does, for the vulgarity which is shewn in
unphilosophical habits of mind . . . and, as applied to a study or art, may signify popular, showy,
unsubstantial.”
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&g 6pbdc Exovtog AAN G dvayxalov Thv émuéleloy nowmtéoyv, Enel 16
ve dixatdv (Eott) undév nhéov {ntelv nept TOv Adyov 7| dote wite Aumely
At edgppaivery: dixawov ydp adtols dywvileslal tolc mpdyuaoty, dote
TaAa € To0 dnodeifat neplepya €otiv: AN Buwg uéya dUvatal, xabdnep
elpntat, 8td thv 100 dxpoatod poybnplav. to uev odv tic AMéewg Buwg
ExeL T Wxpdv dvayxaiov év ndoy ddacxahiq: drapéper Ydp TL PO TO
Indoar OGS # G elnely, o0 pévtor tocoltov, GAN’ dnavia @avtacio
a0t gotl, xal npdg ToOV dxpoathv: 8td oVdels oltw yewuetpely duddoxet.
(Rh. 140421-12)°

The triumph of the #€w 100 dnodelfat®—arguably necessary, but, in strict justice,
g

superfluous’'—is perhaps best exemplified by the abuse to which it is open, e.g. by

69Here I have quoted Ross’s (1959) Greek text. Kassel’s (1976) text ad loc. does not offer any
significant improvements over Ross’s and, despite differences in detail, ultimately has the same
meaning. He prefers the vulgate odx 0pBéc at 1404a2 over the emended oly ¢ dpbéc; but an
explicit é¢ is not required and, as Spengel (1867) 2.357 notes, it must be imported here from the
&M\’ éc that follows. And at 1404a4 he emends {nrelv to {nrel, preserving the readings mielw (over
nhéov) and éx¢ (over ote). Yet other than style, there is hardly a difference between “justice is to
seek nothing more (undtv mAéov) than” and “justice does not at all (und¢v) seek more (mAelw) than”
(the choice between 1) dote and # &¢ seems to me largely indifferent; cf. Smyth §2007).

00n the related #w 100 TpdypaTog see above, n. 38. 1 dnodeifa here refers narrowly to rational
demonstration (i.e. the enthymeme derived from mpdyua or Aéyog); for dndédeilic and drodeuevivar
in the Rhetoric see Grimaldi (1972) 139-41.

"Too much can be made of 1404a2-7, which states that “justice (td dixouov) consists in seeking
nothing more in connection with one’s argument (or ‘speech’, nept tov Aéyov) than that one should
cause neither pain nor pleasure” (hinting at pathos, cf. 1378a19-21); and that “it is just to contend
(ByovileoBar) [only] with the facts themselves” (adtolg tolg mpdyupaow). Accordingly, some infer
that departing from this ideal would not be merely undesirable, but even unjust; and they think
that the oby Oc¢ 0pfdc Eyovtoc of 1404a2 corroborates this view. But the comparison aims not at
discriminating justice from injustice, but at evoking an ideal vision of what strict justice calls for.
Although &ywvileobar can be used of an epideictic competition (or even a political debate), I think
Aristotle is here thinking primarily of the court setting, which leads him naturally to state this ideal
in terms of ‘justice’. Justice, strictly speaking, must always bind defendant and plaintiff to the facts
of the case: the facts are their one and only necessary point of reference; strictly speaking, everything
else must be judged superfluous. This does not mean, however, that the contribution of éthos and
pathos is unjust; simply that justice does not require it. This interpretation is conclusively proved
by the &ote clause, which declares whatever else (1&\ha) falls outside the realm of demonstration
not unjust, but ‘superfluous’, neplepya. Therefore, in oby d¢ 6pbic, ‘not because it is right’, ‘right’
does not mean ‘morally right’ (with ‘unjust’ or ‘morally wrong’ as its opposite), but ‘correct’, as in
‘the correct choice’, the choice demanded and strictly justified by the circumstances (its opposite,
then, being ‘erroneous’ or ‘incorrect’). This is similar to its use in the expression opf&¢ Aéyety,
‘strictly speaking’ (cf. LSJ s.v. dpB6¢ I11.2), where accuracy and inaccuracy, correctness and error,
are opposed, rather than justice and injustice. Jebb’s translation conveys the meaning well: “ . . . we
must give our attention to this subject, considered as necessary, not as desirable in itself; for, strictly
speaking, our sole aim in our language should be to give neither pain nor pleasure; our facts ought to
be our sole weapons.” Cf. also Dufour and Wartelle (1973) ad loc. {On 6pf6¢, Irwin (1985) 391 writes:
“Orthos indicates success in pursuing an end or correctness in picking it, as opposed to error. . . . It
is not confined to moral rightness: nor is any special moral sense of the term required.”]
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the base appeal to emotions, a practice, however, not exclusively the province of
delivery (strictly considered)—for is not striking imagery itself (to mention only one
aspect of the wider field of style) quite able forcefully to affect the emotions of the
hearers?”>—but arguably most readily illustrated by the use of the qpwvA, viz., néqg
adtf) el xpfioban mpog Exactov ndfog (1403b27-28).” Thus, Onéxpiowc understood
strictly as ‘delivery’ becomes the preeminent exhibit in the trial against the potentially
unethical facets of AéZig, and the connection made ezempli gratia with the upper hand
the Onoxprral have over nowntal (a parallel extended next to the political arena) follows
all too naturally. But even if Unéxpioig be ‘exhibit A’ (so to speak), Aristotle wishes
to apply the conclusion to Aé&wc as a whole, as the syntactic agreement of poptixdv
with to nepl v AéZwv makes clear (the efforts of many commentators to explain it
otherwise notwithstanding).” From that point onward, the text is primarily engaged
with Aé€w (principally in its neuter form, 10 mepl thv MEW™ or, at 1404a8, 10 tfic
Aé€ewc) and calls on Onéxpiog only subordinately, to make the wider point concerning

Aé&ic by mutual implication.”®

"2Rapp (2002) 2.814 §3.1 suggests that Aristotle’s goal is to move the ethically objectionable
Oméxpiotc off the center of his study, in order to focus instead on those aspects of style that do
not so crassly take advantage of the poyfrnpto of the hearers: “Der miindliche Vortrag wird als eine
Sache der Begabung vom Zentrum der folgenden Uberlegungen ausgeschlossen. Die sich tatsdchlich
anschliefende Behandlung der sprachlichen Form konzentriert sich dagegen auf die Erleichterung
des Verstehenprozesses.” But here, realizing keenly that this, too, looks to affect the hearer in
ways that go beyond a strict appeal to the facts themselves, he tellingly adds: “ . . . was zwar auch
wirkungsbezogen ist, gleichzeitig jedoch in den Dienst der Sache gestellt werden kann” (my emphasis).

CL. De int. I 16a3-4: €0t uév odv 1 &v i euvii tév &v T Puyf nabnudtwv obuPola.
740n this see further below, n. 150.

"This must be the noun phrase implicitly in agreement with the participle #yovtoc and the
adjective dvayxalou at 1404a2-3.

"My understanding here again diverges from Rapp’s, much the most sensitive and careful of
recent readers of the Rhetoric, whose translation and commentary of Rh. III is the most important
extended treatment of that book to appear since Cope (1877). Rapp (2002) 2.812 §1 understands
the uncertainty facing the reader as to the respective boundaries of Onéxpiow and Aé&wc: “[Dlie
vorigen Abschnitte [erweckten] den Eindruck . . . als handle es sich beim miindlichen Vortrag und
der sprachlichen Form um zwei klar voneinander getrennte Bereiche.” But he adds that 1403b35-
36 hints “dass das vorliegende Kapitel von einem Diskussionsstand ausgeht, auf dem sprachliche
Form und miindlicher Vortrag eng miteinander verkniipft sind, bzw. letzterer einen Teilbereich der
sprachlichen Form ausmacht.” I believe his suggestion misguided, however, that the conceptual
development of the argument lies in so delimiting the purview of style that a discussion of delivery,
its subordinate component, can be excluded. At 2.814 §3.1, after recalling that it is “durchaus
unklar, inwieweit vom miindlichen Vortrag und inwieweit von der sprachlichen Form . . . die Rede
ist,” he offers two possible explanations to xai doxel goptixov elvon (1403b36). The first, which
I believe correct, flows readily from the text (as he himself admits): “Gemeint ist tatséchlich die
sprachliche Form, denn zu Beginn des Abschnitts wird ausdriicklich das gennant, ,,was die sprachliche
Form betrifft“. Dann wiirde auch fiir die Behandlung der sprachlichen Form gelten, dass sie nur
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According to Aristotle (1404a9-11) attention to style has a small, but necessary
place in every 3uWaoxalla, for it makes a difference to clarity (npdg t0 dnhdowr),
yet not so much (rocoltov)—i.e., its importance should not be overstated—but all
this is gavtacto directed towards the hearer.”” mpdg 10 dnAdoor must not be overly
restricted to conceptual clarity (as Rapp, 2002, 2.815 implicitly does by referring to
“Gedanken” and “die gedankliche Anordnung”): Aristotle has in view such a pre-
sentation before the hearer as makes the intentions of the speaker—in their fullest
scope, embracing not only the logos in the limited sense of 1356a3—4, but also the
éthos and pathos—clear to his audience.”® Thus, at 1404b1-3, where 6 Adyog is
characterized as a kind of sign (onuelov yép Tt 6 Aéyog &v) that fails to achieve
its proper end unless it be clear (é&v p# dnAot), the philosopher implicitly calls to
mind the entire communication process, with the complete circle of its constituent
parts.”® It is true that here ‘clarity’ is assigned to ‘proper words’ (t& xUptot dvépota),
and stylistic propriety to all the others mentioned in the Poetics 1457b1-3: loan
word, metaphor, ornament, neologism, lengthening, contraction, and modification
(Halliwell’s terms in his LCL translation). If this appears, on the surface, to restrict

clarity to a mere subset of the whole range of stylistic devices (word order among

notwendig, aber nicht richtig ist.” The second posits as aim a limited concept of style, one that
has been “bereinigt”, ‘cleaned up’ (so to say), from which delivery has been excluded, and that
focuses on clarity of meaning. But the alleged goal (which I here dispute) of an unimpeachable A€
that makes clarity its sole ambition proves elusive: for why then would Aristotle add that “no one
teaches geometry thus”? (1404a12). If in fact Aé€ic (in its alleged restricted sense) pursues clarity
(drapépet ydp Tt mpoOC TO dnAdoat, 1404a9-10), why would it not also apply to geometry and every
other philosophical or scientific inquiry? But if geometry can achieve clarity without recourse to
style, why should not the orator who renounces an appeal to man’s baser inclinations not simply
dispense with style altogether? The conclusion seems inescapable: if with a view to its effect upon
the hearer (“aus Griinden der Wirkung”) the orator is willing to compromise intelligibility (as Rapp
claims), and, therefore, clarity becomes a stylistic trait—with style teaching us to negotiate the
corresponding trade-off—how can Aé€wg be said to have escaped ethical indictment?

"] take xai Tpdg TOV dxpoathy as epexegetic (cf. Smyth §2869a), i.e., as adding by way of clarifi-
cation: “I mean [pavtoaola] towards the hearer.”

"8Rapp (2002) 2.816, however, glosses “Gedanken” by 3t4vola, which at 1403bl seems to en-
compass éthos and pathos; but from his discussion he still appears to be thinking of conceptual
perspicuity only; cf. ibid. 2.829 §3.

"Here I follow the emendation by Richards (cf. Ross’s OCT), which is clearly superior to the
paradosis; for it not only accounts for the otherwise troublesome é¢, but makes for a more coherent
explanation of the importance of clarity. The alternative—to justify the need for perspicuity on the
grounds of the logos otherwise missing its target—seems but a circular argument. Kennedy (1991)
and Rapp (2002) also reflect Richards. Kassel accepts Vahlen’s &otv’ for Ross’s év and the &g of
cod. Parisinus 1741 (both Ross and Kassel read 1. for 81). But “for logos, since it is a kind of sign,
will not accomplish its goal unless . . . ” is equivalent to “for logos [is] a kind of sign, so that it will
not accomplish its goal unless . . . ”
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them; cf. 1407b21-25 and 1410a20-23), this is but a distorted impression that fails
to account for what the philosopher says or implies elsewhere. So, e.g., metaphors,
just classified among the td\Aa évépata that contribute to propriety of style, are
nevertheless ranked at 1404b31-32 with t& xVpta and t& oixela as alone being ser-
viceable (ypAowar) to prose style, so that, where one uses these well, “there will be
an unfamiliar quality and [the art] will escape notice and will be clear” (Kennedy,
my emphasis). In other words: we must grant a wider role to form, including or-
namentation generally, in bringing about the requisite perspicuity.*® The tocoUtov
at 1404210 (‘yet not so much’) finds its conceptual (negative) correlative in the dAAG
clause. The one who wishes to claim too broad a role for Aé&wc, Aristotle says, should
consider that it works on the hearer through @avtacta: this fact will help him better
to give it its due measure, neither under- nor overestimating its import. Happily, the
philosopher does not leave us to feel our way blindly to the understanding of qav-
taoia, but has already given us a working definition at 1370a28-30:8! it is said to be
‘a kind of weak perception’ (alofnotc), connected not only with sense perception but
also with the mental faculties of memory and hope. Nevertheless, it appears to be
the universal assumption of the translators of this passage that by gavtacia Aristotle
means ‘external show’, ‘mere appearance’, ‘fancy’.8? The reasons for this unanim-

ity seem obvious: the appeals to poyfnela and goptixdv (1403b34, 36 and 1404a8)

80Tt may be well further to drive this point home with the aid of another passage. There, quite
apart from strict conceptual clarity, we learn that, when it comes to éthos (and the same might be said
of the designs of pathos on the affections of the audience) it is essential to communicate it clearly if it
is to gain its proper end: “[T]he [forensic| narrative must indicate character (f6ucfv); and it shall be
so if we know what makes for éthos. One way, indeed, is to make the motivation clear (16 npoalpeoty
dn\olv); [then] the éthos, of a certain kind, by the motivation being such; and the motivation, of
a given sort, by its end” (1417a16-19). [In translating npoaipeoic by ‘motivation’ (which should be
understood as deliberate purpose), I follow EN 1139a31-33: npdfewe uev obv dpyh mpoalpecic—E0ey
f xivnote dAN’ o0y ol Evexa ¢

npoatpéoewc 8¢ Bpelic xal Aoyog 6 Evexd twvoc.] Though this comment
belongs to the section on td&ic and no particular stylistic devices to secure a strong ethical cast
are mentioned, it is clear from the observations at 1404b18-25 that style, particularly the stylistic
register selected, will further or hinder this goal insofar as it lends conviction to, or detracts from,
the portrayal of the man who is (so goes the claim) motivated thus, and acts in accordance with
the alleged purposes: one must seem to speak in his own voice or else he will fail to persuade his
audience. This explains why t0 npérnov, ‘propriety’—here meant as stylistic propriety—immediately
follows clarity as the Aé€ewc dpeth. Cf. Halliwell (1993) 57n12, where he makes a distinction between
the “referential” and “expressive” uses of SnAoOv in the Rhetoric, and lists some examples.

811, 8¢ gavtacta éotlv alobnolc Tic dobevic, det &v 16 ueuvnuéve xal 1@ éttlovtt dxolovbol dv
pavtaocta tig 00 péuvntan § EAnilet.

82Cope (1877) ad loc. renders it ‘fancy’, adding that gavtacia is “the mental presentation, a mere
copy, without reality” (with a reference to his note on Rh. 1.11.6); Kennedy (1991) and Freese (1926)
prefer ‘outward show’; Jebb, more cautious, retains the more traditional ‘imagination’ (in Sandys,
1909, ad loc.); Ross (1924), too, chooses ‘fanciful’; and Rapp (2002), ‘reiner Anschein’.



Chapter 2 Semantic development of Onéxprorg and Aé€ig 98

arguably call for a negative judgment; the concern with Aé&ic, Aristotle admits, far
from desirable in itself, is but a necessary concession (1404a2-3); ideally, what is not
strict demonstration should be superfluous (1404a6-7); the often assumed close tie
between dnAdoat and conceptual clarity seems designed to render the bulk of stylistic

analysis external show, superficial fancy.

2.5.1 cavracia, ‘mere fancy’?

Nevertheless, there are good reasons to resist this interpretive consensus. Though
perhaps understandable, it is but the fruit of our own prejudices against rhetoric and
issues from a live suspicion of what this art portends for the pursuit of truth. Such
mistrust has a distinguished ancient pedigree: the mention of poy0Onpla and the use
of poptixdv show that Aristotle is not impervious to it. All the same, I claim that
the philosopher’s attitude is far less negative (and, thus, more balanced) than the one
that prevails among us, and that if we translate gavtaocia as ‘mere appearance’ vel
sim. we displace the center of gravity of his corrective and drive it to an unintended
extreme. Let us revisit the reasons adduced for the consensus view. Despite the
regretful reality of poybnelo (and who would not decry the weaknesses that play
into the hand of oratorical abuse seeking to tread the ‘facts’ underfoot?), it is but a
consequence of the ethical cast inherent in any political®® process.®* This is clear from
the contrast drawn between rhetoric and geometry, echoed again at 1417a19-21, this

time by the opposition between pabnuatixol Aéyot,® which have no #6yn because they

83Here I employ ‘political’ in that basic sense most readily illustrated by Aristotle’s famous dictum
that & &vBpwmog gUoeL tohtxdv {Hov (Pol. 1253a2-3).

84We need only cite 1356a25-27, where, from the tripartite division of rhetoric into logos, éthos,
and pathos, Aristotle concludes: &ote ouuBaivel v pntopuxdlv olov mopaguéc T The Stadextixfic etvat
xal The mepl & Hn mpayuatelag, fiv dixawdy Eott npooayopedety toltiiv. Cf. EN 1094a27-b3. For
the negative perspective, cf. Plato Gorgias 463d1-2.

85 Aristotle considers geometry a part of mathematics, as can be gathered from many passages in
his works (cf. Heath, 1949, 1-16). In his Posterior Analytics 77b26-33, e.g., after stating that “in
mathematics (¢v 3¢ tolc pabfuaoty) formal invalidity is not so common,” he illustrates this assertion
with reference to the circle: &po ndic xOxhoc oyfiwa; &v 3¢ ypddn, dfhov. i 8¢; & &rn xOxhog;
pavepdy OtL oUx Eottv. Another clear statement can be found in the Metaphysics E 1026a25-27,
where in a parenthetical comment the philosopher remarks that “even the mathematical sciences
(8v atic pabnuotixaic) differ in this respect—geometry and astronomy deal with a particular kind of
entity, whereas universal mathematics applies to all kinds alike” (Tredennick’s LCL translation), thus
showing that mathematics includes geometry as a subdivision (see Ross’s note in his commentary
ad loc.). In Proklos’ Commentary on the First Book of Fuklid’s Elements 38.4-12 (Friedlein) we
learn that Geminos had described geometry as a uépoc of pabnuatidd, a view that goes back, in
turn, to Peripatetic scholarship (specifically, to Eudemos of Rhodes), thus confirming Aristotle’s
own classification (cf. RE s.v. ‘geometria’).
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lack moral purpose, and the Zwxpatixol, which do: it is the very nature of gntopuxi—
the fact that it addresses the need of the political assembly (deliberative, forensic,
or epideictic) to build consensus and manage dissent—that makes not only logos,
but also éthos and pathos its necessary ingredients, and for this reason it holds both
the promise of effective democratic governance®® and the danger of the unprincipled
exploitation of man’s prejudice and vanity.%”

Now, as to the phrase xal Soxel @optixdv elvat, we are supposed to appraise it
in light of the ensuing qualification, xahé¢ Onohaufavéuevov. Cope (1877) ad loc.
renders it ‘and rightly so considered’, adding Vettori’s alternative ‘when considered
aright’, which he nevertheless rejects because the former alone “is the more natural
interpretation of GnoAaufBdvetv; which will not in fact bear the meaning assigned to it
by Victorius ‘Si vere iudicare volumus’” (his emphasis). If Cope is right, he at least
cannot claim a large following,® nor is it clear why his is the ‘natural’ translation and
on what account Vettori’s meaning (which glosses his translation recte ponderatum)
is not allowable: for OnolaufBdvetv, as LSJ s.v. III.1 states, can mean ‘to take up a
notion, assume, suppose’, and hence ‘understand a thing to be so’ or ‘conceive of
something in a certain way’.3® The suggestion, then, is that the label poptixév for
10 nepl v Aé&w holds in a restricted, yet basic, sense; and it does not take much
effort to discover that here, as before, the logic behind this dim view of style is again
the interaction between the unprincipled orator and his uncultivated audience, whose

weaknesses he finds all too easy to exploit for selfish ends. As noted above (n. 87),

86Hence the transmitted reading moAuteidy at 1403b35, which Lossau (1971) justifiedly defends
against the suspicions of Spengel (1867) 2.357, whose conjecture was accepted by Ross in his OCT.

870ne need only remember that popTxdTnc had made its appearance at 1395b2, in the chapter
on maxims, long before the matter of style was broached. There Aristotle reflected on the pleasure
a hearer experiences when an orator hits upon opinions he already holds. Says Cope (1877) ad
loc.: “The @optndtng here ascribed to vulgar audiences is much the same as the poyOnpla té@v
dxpoatéyv, III 1.5, the vices or defects, which oblige the orator to have recourse to td\ha &w 100
drodeifor in order to convince them, because they are unable to appreciate logic alone.” Nota
bene 1395b12-13, where, as might be expected, we learn that the ethical character of the discourse
is chiefly in view. Cf. also 1415b5-9: npdc @ablov ydp dxpoathy xal t& #w 1ol npdyuatog dxodovta:
énel &v N tooUtog 1, 00Bev Bl npootutou, AN #) 8oov to Tpdyua elnelv xegahouwdde, tva Eyxn donep
OBUA HEQUARY.

88Freese writes “and rightly considered it is thought vulgar”; Kennedy, “delivery seems a vulgar
matter when rightly understood”; Jebb, “and, properly viewed, the subject is thought vulgar”;
Dufour and Wartelle, “il semble d’ailleurs que ce soit la un art grossier 4 en juger sainement”; Rapp,
“auch scheint es, richtig betrachtet, ungebiihrlich zu sein”; Tovar, “parece que es asunto fitil, bien
considerado.”

89This meaning is easily born by a survey of the verb elsewhere in the Rhetoric, where it is
frequently used.
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the adjective has already made its appearance at 1395b2, but it is the treatment in
chapter 26 of the Poetics that brings out most clearly its rationale. There, as the
philosopher debates whether epic or tragedy is the superior piunow, we learn that
the label ‘vulgar’ does not so much inhere in the subject matter or practice at hand,
as is intimately dependent on the target audience and the consequent interaction
between performer and public: # fittov @optuay Bedtiny, Towadtn 8’ 1) npdg Beitloug
Beatdc €otiv del (1461b27-29). In view is the practice of actors and adAntai who
feel the need to add beyond what is proper or called for, on the assumption that the
public will not otherwise notice and understand the performance. Epic, on the other
hand, addresses itself npdg Oeatdg Entetxeic that need not such oyuata, tragedy npog
gasvloug (1462a2—4). But, he adds, the fault is not really poiétiké’s, but should be
laid at the door of hypokritike (1462a5-6).%0

So far, then, we have seen that yoy0npla and @optixév share a common root con-
cern, one that does not inhere so much in A€ (and, by implication, Unéxploig) as in
the potentially corrupt interplay between orator and audience. On the other hand, if
used in a principled way, style and delivery can play a significant hand in advancing
the principles of justice.®® This consideration, by itself, should caution us against
rendering gaviacia by so utterly dismissive a gloss as ‘mere fancy’. Several addi-

tional reasons concur with this judgment. After all, the entire rhetorical enterprise is

90ne other passage may be mentioned. In the Politics 8.6 (1340b20ff.) Aristotle takes up the
question whether the education of freeborn youth npoc deetrv should include povoud, specifically,
learning to sing and play an instrument. The inquiry—1340b34-35 makes clear—addressing itself
to those who claim that it is a menial occupation (Bdvaucoy etvar v émnuéleiav), suggests that
povowd is beneficial, so long as the degree to which it is practiced is carefully regulated, and
melodies, rhythms, and instruments vetted for propriety (1340b42-41a3). Later on, at 1341b8-18,
before turning his attention to ‘harmonies’ and ‘rhythms’, Aristotle again makes passing mention of
the general disapproval bestowed on ‘professional education’ () texvixi noudela); he goes on, in a long
parenthesis, to explain the opprobrium as follows: texvuy 8¢ tibeyey v tpog Tolg dydvag: €v Tadty
Ydp 6 mpdTTwy ol TiHg abTol uetayeplleton Ydpw dpetiic, AN THig 1@V dxovbvtwy idoviig, xal Tading
popTixiic, dtémep ol iV Eheubépwy xplvouev elvat ThHy gpyaociay, dAAG Bntuwtépay: xal Bavadooug
o1 ouuPaiver yiyveoOai movnpdg Ydp O oxomdg mpog 6v mowlvtar 10 TEAog 6 Yip Oeathc popTixdg
&v petaPdiiew glwbe Ty pououiy, Hote xal o0 Teyvitag Tobg Tpog adTdV UEAET@VTAS AVTOUS TE
notolU¢ Twvog Totel ol T& oduata S tdg xwvioec. Note that, once again, what associates a trade
with goptixév (and, in this case, earns it the label Ontxéc) is the focus on the hearers, specifically,
on their pleasure, which is compared unfavorably with personal dpety), so that ‘professional’ practice
is rendered illiberal: “for base is the target at which they aim.” A Beatic gopTtixéc corrupts the
teyvitar who ply their trade with him in view. Cf. ibid. 1342a18-21, Plato’s Laws II 659b—c, and
especially Plato’s Gorgias 512e5-13¢2, with its insistence on the necessary conformity (as puntic)
of the orator to his audience and their mohwtela, if he desires to wield influence in the city (uéyo
dOvaohar v tf) néher, 513a3-4).

91Cf. 1355a21-23, on which more below, p. 112.
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branded as mpog 86&av, and interpretive consistency would demand that a gavtacio
which is no more than ‘outward show’ tarnish with its stain the very art of oratory.
Cope (1877) ad loc. appears to realize this when, quoting Eudemian FEthics 1.4.2,
My Ot popTixds uEv [tde téxvag] Tde tpdg d6Zay mpayuatevouévag uévov, he adds:
“This I suppose must be meant of arts that have nothing solid and substantial about
them, but aim at mere outside show, ostentatious and hollow, npdg 86Eav contrasted
with mpdg dArfetav”; and though parenthetically he glosses npdg 36Zav as “directed
to 10 doxelv, mere outward show, not to eivat,” he softens the outcome in transla-
tion by rendering the offending sentence: “But since the entire study and business of
Rhetoric is directed to mere opinion, is unscientific.” In fact, one might even question
his comparandum, for Rackham’s LCL translation of Fudemian Ethics 1215a29-30 is
not ‘ostentatious’ or ‘hollow’, but the far more neutral “pursued only for reputation.”
(Reputation and truth need not be at odds.) Since the semantic range of 86Za is
broad enough indeed to allow for ‘show’, ‘ostentation’ (should the context call for it),
it might be inadvisable to look for guidance in the Fudemian Ethics, especially when
the statement needing clarification contains a sweeping characterization of oratory
as a téyvn and the Rhetoric itself does not fail to provide us with parallels that, I
believe, make the present one clear.

We start with the passage adduced by Cope above, when he opposes npog aAhfetay
to mpog d6Zav to justify his “ostentatious and hollow.” This opposition does, in fact,
occur at 1365b1, in the seventh chapter of Rhetoric I, where Aristotle considers greater
and smaller in connection with the potential disagreement between opposing parties
over the degree of significance of a matter that is the object of debate. The abstract
greater and smaller are illustrated with particular oppositions, such as often versus
seldom, proper versus acquired, or ends versus means. The polarity that now occupies
us (“what has respect to truth is greater than what has respect to doza”) is just one
of these, and the philosopher offers the following definition: Gpog 3¢ T00 npdg d6Eav,
O AavBdvew pélwy odx &v Elotto’ 8o xal to €U ndoyety o0 e motely d6&etey Av
atpetdtepoy elvar o PEY yap xdv Aavldvy atprioetat, noteiv 8’ b AavBdvwy od doxel
Av Eréobor. xal Soa elvar udihov 1 doxely Bolvhovtar mpog dAAbetay ydp udAhov:
310 xal v Suxaroobvny gaol wixpdv elvat, Gt Soxelv 7 elvar alpetdtepov: 1O 8¢
Oytabvewy ol (1365b1-8). Aristotle could not be clearer: that has respect to doza
which one would not choose when likely to escape others’ notice. The focus is clearly
on appearances in a social context—what I might call ‘social pretense’ if ‘pretense’ did

not carry such negative connotations. The concern is arguably for one’s reputation in
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society, for affecting the views that others have of us, for creating a social standing or
managing our neighbors’ attitudes towards us. It could, of course, involve empty show
and ostentation, but it need not do so; and it has a legitimate claim on our interest
as social beings. The examples point this out well: doing good versus faring well, or
even justice versus health. No sham is involved in the act of conferring benefits on
others: the suggestion is not that it looks as if someone is doing good while he is not;
the point is simply that the benefaction is done with an eye on the profit that accrues
to one’s reputation with his neighbors. As to the latter opposition (i.e. justice versus
health), no one would insist on a necessary connection between doing justice and
mere outward show or ostentation;*? but, clearly, whether a person or action is just is
subject to debate and opinion in ways that the physical condition of a man—healthy
or diseased—is not. It is in this sense, because it is open to judgment and pretension,
that “justice is said to be of small value.” The overriding concern, therefore, is with
reputation, with social appearances (one might say éthos), and this is precisely what

npdg d6Eay is intended to convey.®

92As scholars have suggested, the choice of justice as an illustration might hint at an ongoing
polemic with some of the more outrageous sophists, who may have publicly owned appearing just
preferable to actually being so. (The gaot would then have specific subjects in view, which the reader
in turn would be expected to identify. Thus, e.g., in Plato’s Republic I1 362e4-363a5 Adeimantos
notes that parents commend justice for the good repute that accrues from it and the benefits that
attend on such public esteem [cf. 365b4-7, 366d7—€5, and 367b6—cl].) This would go some ways
towards explaining the statement, &1t Soxeiv 7 elvow alpetdtepov. It would, indeed, be surprisingly if
this apparently sweeping and rather pessimistic judgment represented the view of the common man.
Or are we to believe that most Athenians really thought the appearance of justice more desirable
than its reality?

93Translators agree, rendering Tpde d6Eav at 1404al ‘to influence opinion’ (Freese), ‘with opinion’
(Kennedy), ‘auf die Meinung abzielt’ (Rapp), ‘ne s’attache qu’a l'opinion’ (Dufour and Wartelle).
Jebb’s ‘aims at appearance’ and Tovar’s ‘apariencia’ approach Cope, but show greater restraint as
neither carries the negative connotations of ‘show’ and ‘ostentation’. Indeed, both can be argued to
imply ‘opinion’ and hence are, in my view, acceptable equivalents. Of the other occurrences of 86&a in
the Rhetoric, those at 1360b22, 1362b20, 1367a17, 1368b23, 1371216, 1388a2, 1388a7, and 1404a25
clearly (1397b28 probably) carry the meaning ‘reputation’ (cf. also 1372b21-22); at 1381b20 &
Tpdg 36Eav (as 1381b31 makes clear) refers to anything that affects the opinion the public has of us
(hence our ‘reputation’), and is opposed to t& npdg dARBetav, ‘what is actually true’, for there may, of
course, be a gap between one’s reputation and one’s true character; at 1384a20-25 too the argument
hinges on ‘loss of reputation’ (d80&lac), an opinion (36x) men heed only on account of those who
hold it (ol 8oZdlovtec); ‘opinion’ is the proper rendering too at 1369a22, 1377b3, 1378b11, 1391b23,
1395b3, 1403232, and 1412a28 (here best translated ‘expectation’), and perhaps at 1384b23 (though
I rather incline, with Kennedy, to ‘reputation’, construing xatagpovolot with tfic 86&n¢ and not
with 100 dA\nfedew). (The well known idiomatic rapd 36Eav needs no discussion.) The only other
relevant section is Rh. II.1, whose principal thrust is the importance of showing oneself to be, and
rendering the krités, of a certain type (1377b23-24, the former pertains to éthos, the latter to pathos
[robv Tva xataoxeudlew is construed apo koinou with abtév and tov xpttiv, though its sense varies
with either term]). The point is constructing a convincing persona, articulating and sustaining a
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Another reason to reject the extreme translation of gavtaoia is the statement
at 140429 that “the matter of Aé&ic has some small [but] necessary part in every
SWaoxahla.” As it stands, the statement is ambiguous (though few scholars seems
to realize this): are we to understand that style plays a small but necessary role in
teaching a given téyvy or in practicing it? To use rhetoric as an example: is the pro-
fessional orator in view, or the teacher of rhetoric? It is hard to see how Sudaoxaiia
could be taken without comment for téyvn—though, arguably, this is how it has been
universally interpreted. Perhaps ‘instruction’ is taken metonymically for the knowl-
edge imparted, but this would still place the focus on the process of teaching.®* Given
the interpretive consensus, we might have expected Aristotle instead to say that “style
plays a small but necessary part in every technée.” The accompanying comment, 310
oudels olitw yewuetpelv Siddoxet, is similarly ambiguous; for oUtw could be construed
with dddoxel: “no one follows this method in teaching geometry” (which would then
make style the province of teaching); or with yewuetpeiv: “no one teaches geome-
ters to follow this method” (a translation found nowhere, yet commonly implied by
scholars of the Rhetoric), which concludes that style is unnecessary for the geometer.
And, arguably, this common interpretation seems to be required by the context, for,
after all, we are dealing with style as a component of rhetorical practice, not with a

meta-linguistic assessment of style’s contribution to rhetorical instruction.®® Perhaps

particular view of oneself, managing one’s reputation with his hearers, how one comes across: hence
the recurrence of galveofat (at 1377b26, 29, 31; 1378a4, 16). Thus, there is no parallel to be found
in the Rhetoric for Cope’s (1877) 3.7 translation of npdc d6&av, “aim[ing] at mere outside show,
ostentatious and hollow”; and even his alternative “is directed to mere opinion, is unscientific,”
although it contains the otherwise acceptable ‘opinion’, distorted as it is by ‘mere’ and ‘unscientific’,
fails to offer Aristotle’s meaning. If there is one thing Aristotle makes clear (see 1356al-4), it is that
eéthos and pathos are Evteyvol, that they are (so to speak) ‘scientific’! Cf. Grimaldi (1980) 349-56.

94Just as the statement “listen to my instruction,” while referring to the contents of the teaching,
would draw attention to the teacher-pupil relation (say, between the teacher of rhetoric and the
orator himself), not to the pupil’s later exercise of what he has learned (namely, the orator’s speech
before an audience).

9Tt would be striking if, after stating unequivocally that style has some small necessary part
in every SWuaoxalia, Aristotle would contradict himself by asserting that geometry—arguably a
dwaoxahla—does not, after all, call for style in any measure, however small. But, strictly speaking,
that is not the nature of the claim, and the 8.6 may simply reflect common (if inadvisable) practice:
style is rarely (if ever) involved in teaching or applying geometry, not because the discipline has no
place for it (it does, though small); but because, insofar as it offers the smallest imaginable scope
for style, its neglect in this case occasions hardly any harm. In other words, established practice in
connection with geometry illustrates the principle at issue by taking it to the limit. (Cf. Grimaldi,
1980, 36 apropos netotx}: “Alristotle] acknowledges that the use of language in all the disciplines is
always something more than notional and rational. The word greatly extends the area of ‘persuasive
speech’ and recognizes that almost all discourse with another inevitably seeks to win acceptance for
itself from the other. ... A.’s examples of geometry and arithmetic . . . are even more interesting
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a solution lies in the demonstrative nature of oratorical practice. Aristotle might have
in mind the centrality of ‘proof’ to trial and deliberative assembly (and, in smaller
measure, to epideictic argumentation).®® And, in this restricted sense, the speaker
can be said to ‘teach’ his audience the relevant facts—just as the geometer can be
said to prove a particular theorem. For the former, however, the demonstration is
Tpd¢ TOV dxpoathy, whereas the latter does it, so to speak, npog abtév. Not that the
geometrical proof cannot be directed at others; but that, by the nature of its reason-
ing, it is either correct or incorrect; and, if the former, it is so for one and all—the
geometer as much as anyone else. Not so in the case of a rhetorical demonstration,
which can be compelling to one, yet fail to convince another. This, I think, is the

philosopher’s point and why he speaks of Swdaoxahia rather than téyvn.*” And this

in view of the fact that no kind of persuasion is ordinarily identified with scientific discourse.”)

9Note the similar use in the Poetics at 1456b5 with Lucas’s (1968) note ad loc. See also Plato’s
Gorgias 453d7-54e2, where both rhetoric and didaoxalxal tyvar are said to work conviction (they
are metBolc dnurouvpyol, 453e4-5). For Sokrates, however, the parallel between them breaks down
when it comes to truth-value: whereas niotic can be false, uédfnoic (the goal of 313doxew) cannot.

97t is the same distinction implicit at Rh. 1355a24-29, where we learn that not even fortified
with the sharpest knowledge (éniotfun) would a speaker be able to convince all: didaoxaiia (I have
restored the reading of the mss.] yép €otv & xotd v Emothunv Aéyog, 10010 8¢ ddOvatov, AN
avéyxrn S tév xowkv TotelioBon ¢ Tlotelg xal Tole Adyoue, Homep xal év tolc Tonuxolc ENéyouey
nept ThHe npd¢ ToUg moilolc évtediews. An argument strictly based on émotAun would constitute
formal instruction; and, as the philosopher makes clear at 1359b8-16, constructing rhetoric {(or
dialectic) not as a 30vapic—which, as such, is available to any téyvn, for each téyvn is didaoxali
and netoted in its own domain, but rhetoric is tewotixf about any given matter (1355b25-34)—but
as an émotiun would obscure and change its character from an émotfiun of speech to émotiiuon
of the underlying subjects (medicine, geometry, arithmetic, or some other). It is clear, then, that
Aristotle sometimes applies to rhetoric the label émotiun (it is “the knowledge of speech”, “an
analytical knowledge”, etc.), sometimes disowns it: a logos based on éniothun is a ddaoxaila— Dbut
this is not possible.” What is not possible? And why? We will readily grasp his meaning if only we
note his reference to Sidaoxaila, which aims to preserve the distinction between individual forms of
knowledge (whose purview is limited to a particular subject matter) and oratory, whose search for
10 mBavdy embraces all other in their common relation to Aéyot. Thus, in his Soph. el. 1.2 (165b1-3)
he defines didaoxahixol Adyol as “Aéyol that reason from the principles appropriate to each subject
and not from the answerer’s opinions,” adding that “the learner must believe [what he is taught]”—
presumably because only then can he learn at all (cf. Top. 159a28-30). A few lines later (165b9) he
substitutes dnodewtixol for daoxaiixol, bringing out explicitly the tie between formal instruction
and demonstration, a tie that, given the central role of rhetorical ‘proof’ (dnéderlic)—we already
observed above (see p. 104)—probably led to the use of dWBaoxario at Rh. 1404a9. The point, then,
is that where 3Waoxalia is involved, the teacher brings out the clear and necessary consequences
of a subject’s own peculiar principles, and he secures the necessary assent of the learner. This can
well happen in the formal instruction of an émotAur (say, geometry), given a pupil of the requisite
ability; but it is hardly possible with each and every member of a given audience, and certainly
not so where considerations of éthos and pathos play a role: then we are reduced to using common
notions (t& xowvd) to make our arguments (niotewc and Aéyor). Cf. Rapp (2002) 2.92-95 and Grimaldi
(1980) 28-29.
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is also why he writes, &\’ &ravta gavtactio tadt’ éotl xal npdg tov dxpoathy, where
I do not, as others, punctuate with a comma before xai, which I take as adverbial,
not conjunctive; for pavtacio is present even in the study of geometry, but it is tpog
a0Téy, not mpdg TOV dxpoatiy, as in the case of rhetoric or, more broadly, wherever
teaching takes place and the instructive and persuasive aspects of any téyvn are called

into action.?®

2.6 ¢@avracio in the Rhetoric

A final reason to oppose ‘mere show’, ‘ostentation’ for gavrocia lies in the use Aristo-
tle makes of this term.% The initial suggestion that in Rh. 1404all gavtacio meant
‘pomp, ostentation’ goes back to Freudenthal (1863) 17—18 and his attempt to explain
the restriction “if we are not speaking metaphorically” in De anima (=DA) 428al—4:
el 8 otw N gavtacio xaf’ flv Aéyouev @pdvtaoud v Auly ylyveohar xal uh el T
xatd petapopdy Aéyoueyv, (dpa) pia tic Eott Toltwy ddvauic 1) €& xab’ dg xpivouev
xal dhAndetopey 7} Peudbuedo;!%° Nussbaum (1978) 254, the one scholar after Cope
principally responsible for popularizing Freudenthal’s idea,'®! realizes that it renders
Aristotle’s comment in De anima utterly trivial: “[H]e seems to be saying, ‘Assuming
when we say phantasia we mean the faculty in virtue of which we are appeared to in
such-and-such a way, and we are not using the transferred sense according to which
it means (mere) show, then it can be said that in virtue of phantasia we tell truth or
falsehood—whereas to say, “in virtue of ostentatiousness we tell truth or falsehood”

98Ct. Rh. 1355b28 and Grimaldi’s comment above, n. 95.
990n this, see now the forthcoming article by Gonzalez.

100T have quoted Ross’s (1961) text (cf. his note on p. 286), even though there is much disagreement
whether the last clause is in fact, as he prints it, a question. Note his insertion of &pa and his
punctuation; he has no ms. support for this, though some scholars, obviously uncomfortable with
gavraocta as a faculty of judgment, try to recast the statement as a query (to be answered later in
the negative) or, like Bywater (who added {ntduev €i), as a summary proposal of the examination
that follows. (Cf. Watson, 1982, 106010 and Wedin, 1988, 47-48 with nn. 29-30.) But contrary to
the assumption of many, the list at 428a4-5 (totaltar & elolv alobnotg, 86&a, éntotiur, volc) need
not be exhaustive (otherwise, we would expect taltot, not tolaltat, at DA 428a4), and therefore
pavtoaoto need not be, as claimed, ruled out as a faculty of judgment. As Wedin (1988) 47n30 himself
acknowledges, we do not need a question here to establish that for Aristotle gavtacio turns out, in
the event, to be something less than a full faculty; he might well have described it as a d0vouic that
enables us to arrive at truth or falsity, while simultaneously asserting its subordinate role to the
standard (truly independent) faculties. According to this view, gavtacio would then be “a system of
internal [re|presentations that enables a person to have desires, beliefs, and thoughts about objects
and situations in the world” (Wedin, 1988, 22).

101Gf. Cope (1877) ad Rh. 1.11.6.
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would be silly.” It will be objected that this is a trivial point. But for Aristotle
it is never trivial to recognize all the senses of a word. . ..” This last observation
notwithstanding, the point is utterly trivial, even silly, and it stretches credulity to
think Aristotle would have felt the need to preclude such nonsense—not to mention
that, as argued below (p. 109), this meaning was simply not commonly available until
the much later time of Polybios.!%2 Now, this is not the place to conduct a survey
of the intricate and extensive scholarly debate on Aristotle’s concept of pavrtacta.!®
Some have even questioned whether he held a single, consistent view of its meaning
throughout his works.!%* But if one can detect some measure of disjunction between
(and at times even within) his various writings, this takes place against a background
of overall conceptual coherence. It is, at any rate, clear that the meaning alleged by
Cope, and widely accepted by other translators, cannot be paralleled in any other
passage of Aristotle. Thus, Wedin (1988) 68 notes: “Following Freudenthal, [Nuss-
baum| remarks that gavtacio can mean ‘(mere) show, pomp, ostentatiousness’ and
argues that this is the metaphorical sense meant in [De anima] 428a1-4. The re-
mark on the point of usage is acceptable, but that 428a2 counts as a case in point
is, I submit, mistaken. An initial reservation is that only one passage in Aristotle
can be marshaled in support of the Freudenthal reading, namely Rhetorica 1404al11”
(my emphasis). But there are some discordant voices. Indeed, while not calling for
a gloss so extreme as ‘showy, ostentatious’, similarly tending towards superficiality,
and hence an obstacle to my view, is Halliwell’s (1993) 59116 proposal that the term
is not used in its “psychological sense, but [taken] to mean merely ‘appearance’, as at
Sophistic Refutations 4.165b25.” My problem with this comment is that his otherwise
unobjectionable “merely ‘appearance’”—where ‘appearance’ can be neutral enough
simply to denote ‘what appears to the thinking (or sensing) subject’—seems to con-
note ‘mere appearance’, which in turn is glossed by ‘show’; thus we move quickly
from ‘appearance’ to the objectionable ‘mere ostentation or show’, the very meaning
that cannot be substantiated from any Aristotelian passage—unless, of course, one
chooses to call ‘mere show’ any appearance that happens to be false (as gavtacio
can certainly be). The locus adduced in support is a case in point: Eoti 8¢ & pév

noed THY AE€w umotolvta Ty gavtaciay €€ tov dpbudyv: tadta 8’ €otlv duwvuula,

192For a better solution to what Aristotle means by xatd petagopdy, see Wedin, 1988, 69-70.

103A debate, however, that has overlooked almost entirely Rh. IIL.1. For a helpful overviews see,
e.g., Rees (1971), Schofield (1992), Watson (1988), and Wedin (1988). For a partial bibliographical
update see Fedele (1999) and Riccardo (1999).

104Cf Frede (1992) 279-82.
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qugiBoMa, obvleowg, dwalpeois, mpoowdla, oyfjua Aéewg (165b24-27). Doubtless
here the ‘appearance’ in question is false: false logic is the focus of the treatise, a
point its opening reiterates by referring to ol gawduevor Eeyyor (164a20-21) and
ocLAloylopol, ol 8’ olx Bvteg doxolot (164a23-24). There is nothing here of ‘mere
ostentation’, for the superficiality of false reasoning is quite another from the ‘sensual
show’ alleged at Rh. 1404all. Soph. el. is not, after all, an ethical treatise that looks
into the motivations of deceitful sophists in order to condemn them for their ostenta-
tion. Furthermore, I fail to see why this instance of gavtaocta (or the one at 168b19)
should not have “its psychological sense.”'% For Aristotle himself draws the paral-
lel between the inexperienced, who reasons and refutes falsely, and “those who view
things from a distance” (164b27), a formulation strongly reminiscent of the passage
in De anima (428b17-22) where, discussing why gavtacia can be false, Aristotle dis-
tinguishes between perception of t& it and perception of the alofntd to which these
Wi belong:!% “As to the whiteness of an object, sense is never mistaken, but it may
be mistaken as to whether the white object is this thing or something else.” %" This
comment must in turn be read against 430b29-30: “But just as sight perception of
a proper object (o Wiov) is [always] true, while [our perception] whether the white
thing is or is not a man is not always true, so it is with immaterial objects.” Thus,
when Aristotle mentions the error of “those who view things from a distance,” De
anima leads me to believe that most likely he has in mind the false gpdvrtaoua that
results from viewing an object from too far a distance. I might add that the sources
of false pavtaoio in Soph. el. 165b26-27, “the ambiguity of a term, the ambiguity of a
proposition, the possibility of wrong disjunction, the possibility of wrong conjunction,
the possibility of wrong accentuation, and similarity of termination” (Poste’s, 1866,
translation ad loc.), have their grounds on aural or visual gavrtacta.'% Such errors
come from the application of volg to what one hears or reads (the gavtdopata), e.g.
in syntactic or semantic parsing, where learning (and hence memory) and deductive
logic are involved. This would seem to me to fall squarely under the psychological
sense of pavtactio.!%

Another discordant voice is Fortenbaugh (2002) 96-100, who, opposing the anal-

1051,3] s.v. 1.b places 165b25 under ‘less scientifically, appearance’, still not its fourth division
‘parade, ostentation’.

1060 {81 see below, p. 114.

107Hicks’s (1907) translation ad 428b21-22.

19%8Concerning non-visual gavtdopata, see Frede (1992) 285.
109Note also Halliwell’s (1993) 60n19 self-corrective.
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ysis of human emotions as “phantasia apart from belief,” takes an approach similar
to Halliwell’s: he denies any ‘scientific’ intent in Aristotle’s account of gavtacia in
the Rhetoric (citing in support, as Halliwell, Soph. el. 164a20-24). Accordingly, any
references to “appearance” would not pertain to the “biological faculty of phanta-
sia” (ibid. 96): recognizing that courts and assemblies make decisions on the grounds
of probabilities, not certain knowledge, the philosopher “is careful to speak of what
appears to be the case,” thus “calling attention to the fact that human emotions
are caused by beliefs, which may or may not be true” (:bid. 97)—as if such a stance
prevented gavrtacta from being the psychological faculty more fully (and precisely)
discussed in De anima! Of course it is possible to use gaivecOar without implying
any particular psychological framework: the word, by itself, will not settle whether
its register is technical or colloquial, nor, if technical, the degree of precision invoked.
But Fortenbaugh elides the fact that not only the verb but also the noun, gavtaocia,
is used, for which it is harder to argue a colloquial meaning devoid of any technical
import. That Aristotle associates gavtacia and alofnowc at Rh. 1370a28-30, in fact,
seems to militate against a strictly colloquial register for the verb and its noun, even
in the context of the oratorical treatise. I would argue, moreover, that, consider-
ing the philosopher’s undeniable interest in the epistemological role of gpavtaotia, one
should assume, ceteris paribus, that in the rhetorical context of truth-seeking and
decision-making qaivecOat is more likely to bear a degree of technical precision than
to be strictly colloquial, ‘unscientific,” and devoid of psychological overtones. It seems
to me that Fortenbaugh’s rationale for a cleavage between De anima and the Rhetoric
(see, e.g., Fortenbaugh, 2002, 100) is the distinction drawn in DA II1.3 between qav-
taotia and 36&a, which allows a degree of psychological detachment to a subject who,
pondering his gavtacia, denies it conviction (the niotig that accompanies 86Za), re-
sisting its implications (as when, looking at a picture, we know—however horrifying<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>